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DECISION RECORD AND FINDING OF 

-- NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR 

AMENDMENT TO THE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN '; 
FOR THE PRICE RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

.- 

RECOMMENDATION: 

I have reviewed the proposed amendment to the Management 
Framework Plan for the Price River Resource Area and recommend 
issuance of the following decision and Finding of No Significant 

"-~- 
. 

Impact. 

Pri'ce[River RisoKF 1 e Ar 9 Manager 
& v 

date . 

DECISION: 

I have decided to amend the Management Framework Plan for the 
Price River Resource Area as follows: 

Delete MFP decisions RM 1.5, WL4.1, WL4.6 in their 
entirety. Delete decisions WL4.3 and R4.1 only as they 
relate to the subject area. 

Allocate forage in the Bighorn, Elliott Mountain, Pack Trail 
and River allotments to wildlife. Manage the area, hecfce 
known as the Gray Canyon Wildland Management Area, to 
enhance wildland values including recreation, riparian, and 
wildlife. Cooperate with Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources in establishing a viable bighorn sheep herd and 
allow the Division to conduct population augmentation 
through release. Provide forage for recreational use of 
packstock and livestock trailing. Livestock trailing use 
shall be limited to cattle only and granted to the grazing 
permittee in the Price River South Allotment and the present 
owner of the lower Range Creek Ranch at the discretion of 
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the Price River Resource Area Manager. Such trailing use to 
be carefully supervised and monitored to determine if it is 
adversely affecting the wildland values described above. If 
trailing use is found to conflict with the intent of this 
decision, trailing shall be modified or curtailed to 
eliminate the conflict. All of the vegetation resource is 
allocated to uses other than domestic livestock grazing and 
is unavailable for livestock. Issuance of grazing permits 
other than the trailing permits described herein is 
prohibited. If the livestock grazing preference on the Last 
Chance or Price River South allotments is relinquished or - 
otherwise lost, these allotments sha-11 be managed as 
prescribed above. 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

I have reviewed the attached plan amendment and accompanying 
environmental assessment. The proposed action was analyzed in 
the Price River Grazing Management Environmental Impact 
Statement. The attached environmental assessment provides a 
detailed, site specific description of the anticipated impacts. 
I have determined the proposed action would not constitute a 
major federal action affecting the quality of the human 
environment. The proposed action does not require the 
preparation of an environmental impact statement. 

State Director date’ 
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PRICE RIVER RESOURCE AREA 
-AMENDMENT TO THE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

AND ACCOMPANYING ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

PURPOSE AND NEED 
The Price River Resource Area Management Framework Plan (MFP) was 
approved on September 3, 1983. In the preparation of this plan, 
a resource allocation conflict existed between domestic livestock 
and wild bighorn sheep in six grazing allotments. The 
allotments involved are; 
Pack Trail, 

Bighorn, Elliott Mountain, Last Chance, . 

resolved 
Price River South and River (fig 1). The conflict 

was in favor of the existing livestock grazing permits. 
Augmentation of the bighorn sheep population through transplant 
was precluded. The grazing preference on four of the six 
allotments (Bighorn, Elliott Mountain, Pack Trail and River) 
relinquished in February 1989 by the grazing permittees after 

was 

they reached a negotiated settlement with the Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources. With the elimination of the grazing permits 
it is necessary to amend the plan so that bighorn sheep 
transplants'will be allowed. 

SCOPE OF THE AMENDMENT 

The issues considered in this amendment are limited to the 
allocation of the forage resource. 

PROPOSED A.CTION 

The proposed action is to amend the Price River Management 
Framework Plan as follows: 

Delete MFP decisions RM 1.5, WL4.1, WL4.6 in their 
entirety. Delete decisions WL4.3 and R4.1 only as they 
relate to the subject area. (These decisions are 
reproduced in appendix A). 

Allocate forage in the Bighorn, Elliott Mountain, Pack Trail 
and River allotments (figure 1) to wildlife. Manage the 
area, hence known as the Gray Canyon Wildland Management 
Area, to enhance wildland values including recreation, 
riparian, and wildlife. Cooperate with Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources in establishing a viable bighorn sheep 
herd and allow the Division to conduct population 
augmentation through release. Reserve forage for 
recreational use of packstock and livestock trailing. 
Livestock trailing use shall be limited to cattle only and 
granted to the grazing permittee in the Price River South 
Allotment and the present owner of the lower Range Creek 
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Ranch at the discretion of the Price River Resource Area 
Manager. Such trailing use to be carefully supervised and 
monitored to determine if it is adversely affecting the 
wildlan'd values described above. If trailing use is found 
to conflict with the intent of this decision trailing shall be modified or curtailed to eliminate the cohflict, All of I 
the vegetation resource is allocated to uses other than 
domestic livestock grazing and is unavailable for livestock, 
Issuance of grazing permits other than the trailing permits 
described herein is prohibited. If the livestock grazing 
preference on the Last Chance or Price River South 
allotments (figure 1) is relinquished or otherwise lost, 
these allotments shall be managed as prescribed above. ^. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives to the proposed action would include domestic sheep 
grazing, cattle grazing and a combination of the two. These 
alternatives as well as the proposed action were analyzed iu the 
Price River Grazing Management Environmental Impact Statement. 
The alternatives will not be analyzed further. 

CONFORMANCE WITH EXISTING LAND USE PLANS 

Two Bureau of Land Management land use plans address the subject 
area. A recreation management plan entitled "Desolation and Gray 
Canyons of the Green River, River Management Plan" was approved 
in June 1979. This activity plan was specific to the Green River 
Corridor, those areas within sight or sound of the river, from 
Sand Wash in Uintah County to Swasey's Rapid at the base of 
Gunnison Butte. The Price River Management Framework Plan (MFP) 
addresses the entire Price River Resource Area and was approved 
in September 1983, 

The River Management Plan contains six management objectives. 
Four objectives deal with allocation of user days, boating 
safety, and cultural resources. None of these objectives would 
be compromised by the proposed amendment. Two objectives and 
subsequent management actions are complimented by the proposed 
amendment. Objective A states: "Maintain the natural character 
of the canyon environment in Desolation and Gray Canyons." 
Objective C st_ates: "Provide a continuing opportunity for a 
quality wilderness type experience between Sand Wash and 
Nefertiti Rapid." Concerns addressed in the plan included loss 
of vegetation and soil compaction at campsites caused both by 
recreationists and livestock grazing. Management action #lo 
states: "Construct livestock barriers around selected campsites 
to restrict livestock movement. Continue to monitor livestock 
use and limit grazing to selected seasons of use if necessary.*' 

, The Price River MFP of 1983 contains nine planning decisions 
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relating to the&vegetation resources of subject area. Decision ' 
RM 1.5 states: "Do not allow conversion from sheep to cattle in 
the Last Ch_ance (includes area now known as Bighorn) River, 
Elliott Mountain allotments or that portion of the Woodside 
allotment east of the Book Cliffs (includes area now known as 
Pack Trail)." WL4.1 sets an objective to eliminate domestic 
sheep grazing. WL 4.6 states that grazing preference will not be 
cancelled to accommodate a bighorn,sheep transplant. The above 
three decisions would be deleted by the plan amendment. The 
remaining decisions are complimented by the proposed amendment. 
Decision R 4.1 reaffirmed and adopted the River Management Plan. 
RM 3.2, W 1.4 and WL 9.1 lay out guidelines for the management of 
riparian areas to maintain their health, diversity, and -. 
abundance. Range Creek is designated in the Price River MFP WL 
11.1 & RM-3.1 as a Special Management Area requiring improvement 
and protection of the riparian area. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Regional Setting and Climate 

The subject.area is located in the Book Cliffs region of Emery 
County (figure 2). The city of Green River, the nearest town, is 
within five miles of the Elliott Mountain Allotment. Elevation 
of the subject area ranges from approximately 4,100 feet to 7,142 
feet at Elliott Peak. The topography is severe resulting in very 
limited and difficult access. Vehicle access over primitive 
roads is limited to the top of the Bighorn Benches above Xmas 
Canyon, down the Price River to its confluence with Trail Canyon 
and up the Green River to the mouth of Long Canyon. 

The climate is arid with yearly precipitation varying from 6 to 
12 inches. Yearly moisture comes in the form of winter snow and 
convective storms in the summer. Snow coverage is highly 
variable, On the ground snow cover at Green River City is 1ess 
than two days per year. 

The proposed action would not cause impacts to the topography, 
air quality, climate, geology, visual or paleontological 
resources. These resources and values will not be addressed 
further in this document. No prime or unique farmlands nor Areas 
of Cultural Environmental Concern exist within the subject area. 

Soils 

The soils of the area are variable in terms of depth, texture, 
and parent material. The soils of the ridge tops are usually 
shallow to bedrock, medium texture, and often have a gravel or 
stone pediment. The steep side slopes also have shallow soils 
and a large amount of rock outcrop. Both ridge and side slope 
sites appear to be relatively stable in terms of erosion. The 
canyon bottoms along perennial rivers and streams contain areas 
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of very deep so$ls that have been deposited by the associated 
river or stream. 

In some areas these deep soils take the form of sand dunes. 
Dunes may be found along Range Creek, along the Green'River, Sand 
Knolls, Short and Long Canyons, and at a few locations along the 
Price River. These dunes appear to be relatively stable. There 
have been no blowouts or major movement of dunes in recent years. 
However, based upon examination of deposition around some plants, 
it is estimated that between 4 and 9 inches of sand is deposited 
by wind on a yearly basis. This indicates marginal stability of 
the dune complex. The dunes are presently held by sturdy bunch 
grasses such as Indian ricegrass, and sand dropseed. The older - 
more stabilized dunes are generally colonized by warm season 
grasses, mainly dropseed, Cool season grasses, most notably 
Indian ricegrass, make up the bulk of recent establishment on the 
dunes. 

Soil salinity is a concern in some areas. Saline bottom land is 
found in most of the smaller side drainages. Turtle Canyon is an 
excellent example of the saline bottom sites. Areas of highly 
saline soils can also be found at the mouths of Long, Short, and 
School Section Canyons of the Green River. The high salinity of 
these soils is a concern because it limits the capability to 
produce vegetation and provides a salt source contributing to the 
salinity of the Green River. 

Water 

Perennial water sources in the subject area consist of the Green 
and Price Rivers, Range Creek and a few small springs. One 
spring (Joe Spring) is developed with a short pipeline and 
troughs. Other small springs are located in Park Wash, Water 
Canyon, Short Canyon, and Long Canyon. These springs and several 
intermittent seeps, produce very small amounts (less than l/2 
gallon/minute) of brackish water. Only one of these small 
springs, located in Water Canyon, is considered to be potentially 
suitable for livestock water. Attempts to develop earthen 
reservoirs within subject area have not been successful. 

Vegetation 

The vegetation_ of the subject area can be characterized into six 
range types; pinyon-juniper woodland, .salina wildrye, sagebrush, 
salt desert shrub, greasewood bottom, and riparian. 

The pinyon-juniper woodland, salt desert shrub, greasewood, and 
riparian types are each comprised of several distinct range 
(ecological) sites. These types may also contain small unmapped 
inclusions. For example, the dune complexes described under 
Soils, are inclusions within the salt desert shrub and greasewood 
communities. The sagebrush community may be considered as an 
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inclusion in thg pinyon juniper woodland. The ecological site 
data is on file in the Price BLM office. Within the scope'of 
this EA these range sites have been grouped for analysis 
purposes. -. 

The woodland is dominated by Utah juniper with pinyon pine 
present in some areas. This vegetation type occupies 
approximately 53,000 acres. It has large inclusions of rock.. 
outcrop and intergrades into the salina wildrye and salt desert 
shrub types over broad ecotonal zones. This type is found 
primarily on the ridges and steep slopes. 
vegetation is sparse and scattered. 

The understory 
Common understory plants 

include cliffrose, serviceberry, Mormon tea, black sagebrush 
fourwing saltbush, salina wildrye, Indian ricegrass, and galieta. 

The salina wildrye site is generally found on open south 
slopes. This type has large rock outcrop inclusions, and 

facing 

encompasses approximately 30,000 acres. The site is dominated 
by the robust , perennial grass, salina wildrye, Salina wildrye 
is coarse and generally unpalatable to domestic livestock. 
Galleta grass, a warm season perennial, is a common understory 
grass in this type. Scattered shrubs include Mormon tea, 
saltbush, and sagebrush. 

The salt desert shrub type is found on more gentle alluvial 
slopes of moderate to high salinity. The type is always 
dominated by some member of the genus Atriplex, 
Atriplex confertifolia, 

Shadscale, 
is the common dominant shrub on most 

sites. On soils derived from mancos shale near Short and Long 
Canyons of the Green River, 
dominant. 

mat salt bush is the community 
On shadscale dominated sites other commonly found 

plants include fourwing saltbush, budsage, cheatgrass, Indian 
ricegrass, salina wildrye, galleta, blue grama, and scarlet 
globemallow. Productivity is variable based on site ranging from 
575 pounds per acre per year on the better shadscale sites to 
less than 250 pounds/acre/year on mat saltbush sites. These 
sites occupy approximately 24,000 acres. 

Greasewood sites (9,000 acres) are found on bottom lands along 
drainages where greasewood is able to flourish due to a high 
water table-and deep soils of moderate to high 
salinity/alkalinity. Along lower Range Creek, the site is fairly 
productive. Understory plants in this area include cheatgrass, 
alkali sacaton, Indian ricegrass, sand dropseed, and galleta. 
Other sites, such as those located at the mouth of Long and Short 
Canyons, have a sparse understory comprised mainly of sueda and 
scattered cheatgrass. 

The riparian type consists of the vegetation associated with 
streams and other water sources. This type is found along Range 
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Creek, the Green River, Price River, and scattered along some of 
the intermittent drainages. This type is the most productive and 
most critical to resource values such as wildlife, recreation, 
livestock, and watershed. Due to its- pr.oximity to water, high 
productivity, and gentle terrain, it %@& so the most vulnerable 
to damage from improper livestock grazng -i’ (Severson and Bolt, 
1978). Unfortunately, present range site descriptions do not 
adequately account for the diversity of plant communities that 
make up the riparian complex. For the purposes of this EA, the 
riparian type will be discussed as three subtypes: tamarisk, 
tamarisk/willow complex, and cottonwood. Riparian sites are a 
very limited resource occupying only about 2,500 acres within the 
subject allotments. 

The tamarisk subtypes occur immediately adjacent to the Price and 
Green Rivers and in small scattered clumps in intermittent 
channels and near seeps. Tamarisk or salt cedar is an introduced 
invader species that grows in closed, dense stands at many 
locations along the two rivers. The largest stand is at the 
mouth of the Price River. Along with competing with native 
vegetation, tamarisk is capable of making its own habitat. By 
slowing water flows and allowing for deposition of sediment, the 
plant builds and then colonizes new riverbanks. Willow is the 
native, ecological equivalent of tamarisk. Willow occurs along 
Range Creek and the rivers in pure stands and mixed with 
tamarisk. Willow is much more palatable than tamarisk to 
ungulates. Therefore, under heavy grazing, willow is at a 
competitive disadvantage. As willow is replaced by a closed 
stand of tamarisk, willow is unable to reestablish in the closed 
community. 

The presence of tamarisk in the riparian areas along the Green 
and Price River is believed to be influenced by past livestock 
use. Tamarisk, being tolerant of livestock grazing, acts as an 
increaser in grazed riparian habitats. In a study on the effect 
of grazing on resprouting tamarisk shrubs (Gray, 1960) it was 
shown that cattle would remove approximately 50 percent of the 
foliage produced. However, by the second year the tamarisk stand 
became so dense that cattle would no longer enter the area. 

Once established, closed canopy stands of tamarisk out compete 
native communities. It should be noted that Campbell and Peddie 
(1964) observed that cottonwoods can acquire dominance over 
tamarisk, prior to development of these closed stands, if 
cottonwoods are left to develop undisturbed. 

Fremont cottonwood is the largest tree growing in the subject 
area. A cottonwood gallery forest can be found at the mouth of 
Range Creek. This area has an understory of sacaton and sand 
dropseed. Scattered small stands of cottonwood can be found at 
the confluence of most side drainages coming into the Price and 
Green Rivers, along Range Creek and various locations along 
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drainages., These small stands tend to have sparse understories. 
Prior to 1983, most all the stands were made up of mature and 
over mature trees with estimated ages in excess of 60 to 80 
years. Cottonwoods generally are short lived trees with a life 
span of approximately 120 years. While the trees are capable of 
reproducing from root suckers, most reproduction is from seed. 
Reproduction is cyclic, occurring in years of high river flows, 
when seeds can be deposited deeply.in newly laid sediments, 
germinate and get roots into the low flow water tables. Since 
the seeds are viable for only a few weeks, high flows, 
sedimentation and peak seed dispersal must occur at approximately 
the same time and then be followed by a slowly dropping river 
flow. Since flow regimen is critical. to cottonwood reproduction - 
it is likely the construction and operation,of the Flaming uorge 
Dam is an influences reproduction along the Green River. From 
aging past cottonwood reproduction, it appears the proper 
combination of events occurs once within a 40 to 60 year period. 
The high water year of 1983, appears to have been one such year, 
Considerable cottonwood reproduction has been observed throughout 
Desolation/Gray Canyons, Range Creek, and isolated areas along 
the Price River. The young cottonwoods presently range in size 
from 1 to 5 feet with most being knee high. These young trees 
are vulnerable to grazing by ungulates and trampling by wildlife, 
livestock, and humans. Due to the advanced age of the present 
large trees, the establishment and success of the new generation 
may be critical to the continuation of cottonwood sites in the 
subject area. 

The range condition (ecological condition) of the various range 
types varies from high to low seral. Generally, the low seral 
condition areas have been subjected to abusive livestock grazing 
practices in the past. The Price River bottom area is in low 
seral condition. Condition along Range Creek varies from low to 
mid seral. An absence of cool season grass and abundance of very 
vigorous cheatg\rass indicate past heavy spring livestock grazing. 
Areas of high seral condition are generally the pinyon-juniper 
and salina wildrye sites that are far .from water and occurring on 
or isolated by steep slopes. The greasewood and salt desert 
shrub areas.are in Mid to high seral condition except along Range 
Creek and the Price River where low seral communities prevaLi. 
Most have a reduced cool season grass component, an indicator of 
past repeated spring grazing. The same reduced abundance of cool 
season grasses is seen on stable sand dune areas. Some slow 
improvement of some low seral areas, most notably Range Creek and 
the Green River bottom sites is being observed. This is 
evidenced by measuring willow, cottonwood and cool season 
grasses. 

No federally listed threatened or endangered plant species occur 
within the subject area. Gaillardia flava, a perennial forb 
whose status is under review for possible listing, occurs along 



the Green and Price Rivers. Psorothamnus polyadenius var. 
jonesii is a shrub also under review occurring within the sLtLject 
allotments. The known population is just north of Gunnison 
Butte. Both plants are highly unpalatable therefore, none of the 
actions considered in this EA pose a threat to these species. 

Wildlife i- 

The West Tavaputs Plateau from Turtle Canyon and Range Creek 
south to Gunnison Butte provides a diversity of habitats 
supporting a wide range of wildlife species. Habitats of notable 
importance and influencing which wildlife species occur in-the 
area include riparian habitat along Range Creek and the Price and- 
Green Rivers, cliff and talus habitats along the major and side 
canyons, pinyon- juniper mesa tops, blackbrush bench areas, and 
shadscale bench and shallow basin areas. 

Wildlife species considered representative of the area include 
bighorn sheep, mule deer, coyote, black bear, mountain lion, 
cottontail rabbit, grey fox, ringtail cat, bobcat, rock wren, 
canyon wren, pinyon jay, plain titmouse, mourning dove, chukar 
partridge, lazuli bunting, black-throated swift, violet- green 
swallow, p rairie falcon, side-blotched lizard, and midget-faded 
rattlesnake. Threatened and endangered wildlife known to occur 
in the area include the peregrine falcon and bald eagle. The 
endangered Colorado squawfish, Humpback chub, and sensitive 
razorback sucker occur in the Green River within the affected 
area. The endangered bonytail chub may occur within the Green 
River system but is not known to inhabit the.affected area. 

A complete species list for the West Tavaputs Plateau 
Biogeographic Area can be found in the Price River Unit Resource 
Analysis Step 2, Wildlife Section. Wildlife species or habitats 
of management concern (Federal or State protected species or 
habitats that could potentially be affected by the proposed 
act ion or alternatives) discussed below: 

Desert bighorn sheep were numerous throughout much of 
southeastern Utah prior to settlement of the area. Habitats 
within the subject area were similarly occupied as evidenced by 
the common sheep figures in petroglyph panels and early accounts 
by Powell (1895). Desolation and Gray Canyons of the Green River 
are considered in the literature, to be an area of integration 
between Desert and Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep populations. 
(Wilson,1968). 

Bighorn sheep populations are believed to have been extirpated or 
nearly so in much of southeastern Utah in the early 1900’s. 

Causes of this decline include, illegal harvest associated with 
mineral exploration and ranching, introduction of livestock 
grazing resulting in forage competition and disease transmission 
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and loss of or displacement from critical habitats such as water 
sources. With the current knowledge of disease transmission 
between domestic sheep and bighorns, the loss of the bighorn 
sheep popul%tion in the Elliott Mountain area is largely 
attributed primarily to early grazing practices and disease 
transmission (Wilson, 1968). BLM records from the 1940’s show 
as many as 5,700 domestic sheep permitted on and in areas ~ 
adjacent to Elliott Mountain. 1 

Two reintroductions of Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep have been 
made on the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation north of the 
affected area. A total of 22 sheep, 18 ewes, and 4 rams were 
released during the two transplants at the mouth of Florence ^_ 
Creek in 1970,and 1973. Since the release there have been 
numerous sightings of bighorn on both the east and west sides of 
the Green River. 

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) officially 
recognizes a small herd of Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep currently 
occupying the affected area. BLM’s Price River URA completed in 
1982, estimated the population of bighorn at the time to be 28 
sheep . No data exists to showing any significant increases in 
the population since 1982. The potential or prior stable 
population level for this area is estimated by the UDWR to be 800 
to 900. 

Elliott Mountain has been identified by the UDWR Southeastern 
Region and the BLM Moab District in a Cooperative Agreement as a 
proposed release site for Desert bighorn sheep. The agreement, 
signed in Kovember 1978, calls for the release of 24 female and 6 
male Desert bighorn in T. 19 S., R 15. E., Sec. 15, within the 
Elliott Mountain Allotment. The proposed release has not been 
completed due to conflicts associated with licensed domestic 
sheep use in the area. 

Peregrine falcons occur in the area during spring and fall 
migrations and to some extent during the summer months. No 
nesting has been documented in the area but nesting habitat is 
considered to be present along the Green and Price Rivers. Prey 
base is considered low for supporting breeding pairs and could be 
limiting nesting attempts. 

Riparian Habitat 

. 

Riparian habitat occurs in the affected area in association with 
the Green and Price Rivers, and Range Creek. Price River 
Resource Area’s planning recognizes riparian habitat as a Unique 
and Limited High Value Habitat for Wildlife. This designation is 
based on the disproportionate importance to wildlife and the 
special protection afforded riparian habitat through Executive 
Order 11990. Studies within the Blue Mountains of Oregon and 
Washington show that of 378 terrestrial species known to occur, \ 
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285 (75 percent) were either directly dependent on riparian 
habitats or utilize them more than other habitats (Thomas,‘J.W., 
ed, 1979). _ 

The high seral stage native communities provide a divkity of 
cover types. This diversity, resulting from combination of a 
variety of different vegetative characters (i.e., structure,:. 
height, percent canopy/ground cover, open/closed canopy, etc.), 
creates a multitude of different habitat niches supporting an 
equally diverse wildlife community, particularly avian. 
Monotypic stands of tamarisk provide little diversity in these 
vegetative characters and support a smaller density and diversity 
of wildlife species. Extensive research studies by Anderson et -- 
al (1976) comparing tamarisk with cottonwood-willow communities 
on the Colorado River showed that native cottonwood-willow 
communities support two to three times the number of bird species 
as do tamarisk communities. These studies showed a very similar 
relationship with the densities of bird species utilizing these 
two communities. 

Aquatic Habitats and Fisheries 

Similar to the value riparian habitat holds for terrestrial 
wildlife species are the values it holds for aquatic species or 
fisheries. Riparian habitat and the vegetative characters of 
canopy cover, ground cover species composition, etc. are 
important influences on water temperature (through shading and 
bank undercutting) and channel profile (through bank stability). 
These influences are particularly important on smaller stream 
systems such as Range Creek. 

The Green and Price River systems support a warm water fishery, 
These systems are not likely to be significantly affected by the 
proposed action or alternatives. While the upper reaches of 
Range Creek presently support a self sustaining trout fishery, 
the lower reaches (including the lower 5 miles of stream in the 
affected area) are considered marginal at present with a 
potential to support a self sustaining trout fishery. Recorded 
water temperatures in lower Range Creek vary between 11 (4-29-83) 
and 30.8 (7-26-87) degrees Celsius. Rainbow and/or brown trout, 
the species most likely to occupy lower Range Creek prefer a 
temperature regime of 4’to 21’ Celsius with an upper lethal 
temperature around 24’. 

Habitat factors contributing to these warmer temperatures are a 
lack of sufficient streambank vegetation (insufficient shading) 
and a broad shallow channel profile (easily heated by solar 
radiation). These existing conditions are attributed to past 
livestock grazing practices. Platts (1980) found 
stream channels four times wider in heavily grazed areas than in 
adjacent lightly grazed areas. To further illustrate this point, 
water temperatures of one stream section subjected to season long 
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grazing averaged 11 degrees C warmer during the period from 
August 26 to September 11, downstream from a livestock exclosure 
than inside the exclosure (Claire, 1977). Range Creek appears to 
be slowly recovering from past overuse by livestock as evidenced 
by areas of cottonwood regeneration. 

Natural History 
s. 
i : ,, .- 

Portions of the Bighorn, Elliott Mountain and Pack Trail River "'..' 
Allotments are within a potential National Natural Landmark - .'.. 
proposed by the National Park Service in 1983. The proposed 
landmark is 37,760 acres and is depicted in Figure 3. 
Significant features identified are 1) isolation of the plateau - 
as a topographic feature separated by two rivers and vertical 
cliffs of about 1,000 feet, 2) surface exposed,formations which 
record the eastward crowding of the Mancos seaway, 3) visible 
coal seams, 4) excellent expression of erosional features of the 
Book Cliffs such as castellated and buttressed upper slopes with 
complex badlands below, 
Psorothamnus 

and 5) botanical features (principally 

above). 
polyadenius var. jonesii, see also Vegetation 

The principal reason cited for potential designation was 
for use as an interpretive model of processes leading to 
formation of coal in a classic regressive coastal sequence. 

The Nature Conservancy, a conservation organization, has 
expressed interest in Middle Mountain as a possible relict plant 
community suitable for preservation as a natural area. This area 
is above the Book Cliffs, within Elliott Mountain Allotment, and 
just south of the proposed landmark area (figure 3). 

Recreation 

Present recreational use is concentrated along the Green and 
Price Rivers and is primarily floatboating. 
significant economic activity in the area. 

River running is the 
The allotments 

involved in the proposed action border approximately 30 miles (35 
percent) of the 86 river miles in the Desolation and Gray Canyons 
of the Green river. Desolation-Gray Canyon averages 15,000 
passenger days of private use and 15,600 passenger days of 
commercial use. Local expenditures associated with this use 
generates an estimated $460,000 of local earnings and 40 local 
jobs (USDI 1985). 

About 6,000 people each year float by the Last Chance, Bighorn, 
River, and Elliott Mountain allotments engaged in multi-day 
floatboating trips. The majority of boaters camp at least once 
along this stretch of river. In 1988, about 2,500 floatboaitrs 
used the Green River side of the River and Elliott Mountain 
allotments during l-day commercial river trips, or camped 
overnight on multi-day permitted trips. About 12 campsites 
along the Green River within the allotments are regularly used. 
Based on a sample taken in 1983, about another 5,800 
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noncommercial boaters (no permit required) used the area for l- 
day river trips. Along the Price River use is lower due to the 
higher difficulty of some of the whitewater and a lack of public 
knowledge. -About 200 to 400 floatboaters use the Price River 
during the yearly season of about 4 to 6 weeks. The river 
segment offers about 16 miles of high quality technical (class 
III) rafting and kayaking including 12 major rapids. 

Hunting, particularly along the Price River, also occurs. Chukar 
partridge is the species principally hunted. Road access for 
hunting along the Green River is limited because private land 
must be crossed. Road access is presently available along.about 
3.7 miles of the Price River. This area presently receives about-. 
300 to 400 visits per year for chukar hunting (personal 
observation, Leon Berggren) . The area along the Price River is 
also used for horseback and hiking activities, ‘principally 
hunting, camping, and archeological sightseeing. 

Very limited ORV use (fewer than 100 visits/year) occurs along 
the Price River and use has been low since the road was built in 
1974. Most use in this area has been confined to areas north of 
the Price River crossing. ORV use also occurs along Range Creek 
by four wheel drive vehicles, motorcycles, three and four- 
wheelers driving to the Green River. There are probably fewer 
than 100 visits per year. 

Wilderness 

The allotments fall all or partially within Desolation Canyon 
Wilderness Study Area (WSA No. UT-060-068A) and Turtle Canyon WSA 
(UT-060-067). The WSA’s are shown in figure 4. 

Not all of the six allotments discussed are entirely within the 
WSAs. The following table identifies allotment acreage by WSA. 

Allotment WSA 

Approximate 
Acres in 

the WSA 

Bighorn Turtle Canyon 3,000 
Desolation Canyon 8,000 

Last Chance Turtle Canyon 3,200 
Desolation Canyon 9,300 

Elliott Mountain Desolation Canyon 43,000 
Pack Trail Desolation Canyon 14,000 
River Desolation Canyon 11,000 
Price River South Desolation Canyon 3,500 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Study Areas 

The National Rivers inventory identified portions of the Price 
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and Green Rivers, and Range Creek as potential additions to the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Thirty miles of the 
Green River within Desolation and Gray Canyons, approximately 16 
miles of tke; Price River, and approximately five miles of Range 
Creek are affected by the proposed action. USDI-USDA Guidelines 
for interim management state that authorized uses shall not be 
allowed to adversely affect either eligibility or prospective 
classification, subject to valid existing rights. 

Domestic Livestock Grazing 

Taken as a whole, the subject area is considered to be marginal 
or submarginal as a livestock production area. This is due to - 
the area’s extremely steep slopes, generally low productivity, 
poor distribution of water, and lack of easy access. The areas 
not serviced by water are considered unsuitable for cattle,use. 
Sheep would require intensive herding to utilize the steep canyon 
and ridge areas. 

The subject area has a history of livestock grazing extending 
from the late 1888's. It was grazed by either cattle or sheep 
from that time through the range adjudication of 1965. During 
the 1948’s, over 5,788 sheep grazed on the Elliott Mountain 
allotment. In 1965, all but the Price River South cattle 
allotment were adjudicated to sheep grazing. The sheep permits 
were used from that time through 1974. Starting in 1975, the 
sheep allotment permits were placed in nonuse. In 1982, the 
permits were sold to a rancher who also kept them in nonuse. 
Cattle grazing was allowed on a temporary nonrenewable basis 
along the Green River in 1982. In March 1983, the permits on 
Bighorn, Elliott Mountain, River,- and Pack Trail were acquired by 
Joel and Steve Stamatakis. The Last Chance grazing permit was 
acquired by Waldo Wilcox. Domestic livestock use since 1982 is 
shown on the following table. 
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Grazing Use in AUMs* by Kind of Livestock Since 1982' 
on the Bighorn, 

River. 
Elliott Mountain, Pack Trail, 

Price River South and Last Chance Allotments 

Allotment 

Bighorn 

Elliott Mtn. 4@Ba @ 114c'f 811 laaf 482 @ @ 

Pack Trail 83b @ aaf 428 14sdnf @ @ @ -- 
River 0 @ @ @ @ @ @ @ 

Last Chance Allotment has not had grazing use since 1974. 
The Price River South Allotment has averaged 48 AUMs of use since 1982. 
1 a All cattle use issued on a temporary nonrenewable basis. 

Use was by another permittee. 
allotment. 

Use area included acres outside the subject 
b Use was from Sand Knolls Canyon to Battleship Butte. 

Use area Range Creek/Turtle Canyon. 
z Use area Green River Bottom- 

Use area Joe spring/Trail Canyon. e 
i 

area Long Canyon of the Price River. 
area Price River Bottom 

* An AUM is an animal Unit month. 
cow or five sheep for one month. 

This is the amount of forage needed to feed 0x1~ 

Beginning in 1982, some cattle grazing was permitted on a 
temporary nonrenewable basis as shown in the above table. This 
use and the resulting utilization patterns form the basis for 
some of the suitability and grazing capacity estimates used in 
this EA for analysis purposes. A soil and vegetation invenicry 
was completed in the area in 1978. These data are also used to 
estimate grazing capacity. In addition to the permitted use, 
there has been trespass use by cattle and horses in the vicinity 
of Range Creek- In February 1989, the livestock grazing permits 
were relinquished on the Bighorn, Elliott Mountain, River, and 
Pack Trail allotments. 

The estimated grazing capacities in AUMs of these allotments is 
shown on the following table along with active grazing preference 
and allotment acreage. 
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Estimated Grazing 
-. Capacity 

AUMs AUMs 
-Cattle 1 Sheep 

Only Only- 
176 393 

Elliott Mtn. 81 565 
Pack Trail 111 478 
River 1 538 
Last Chance N/A 518 
Price River South 64 N/A 
Total 433 2,476 

Active Federal Other 
Preference Acres Acres 

@ 27,686 3,565 
@ 43,157 5,128 
@ 23,566 1,928 
@ 12,378 947 

488 13,162 1,280 
48 3,477 241 

440 123,426 13,873 

Two livestock permittees have a demonstrated and currently 
established pattern of trailing cattle through the subject area. 
The permittee in the Price River South Allotment drives 48 bulls 
from Green River City to the allotment and back. Waldo Wilcox, 
the owner of the lower Range Creek Ranch, trails cattle from his 
private land in Range Creek to Green River City by way of Range 
Creek and along the Green River. Three hundred cattle are driven 
from the ranch to town in late November and return to the ranch 
in March. 

Cultural Resources 

The area contains significant sites of historical and 
archaeological remains. Range Creek, Price River Canyon, and 
small tributaries to Gray Canyon are well known for Fremont 
cultural artifacts including; structures, rock art, pottery, 
burial sites, stone and wood tools, textiles and figurines. 
Historical structures turn of the century ranching efforts can 
also be found. 

ANTICIPATED IMPACTS 

Soils 

Impacts to ‘soils caused by livestock grazing are attributed to 
removal of vegetative cover and trampling. Removal of cover 
exposes the soil to erosive forces of wind and water. Trampling 
on other than sandy soils, increases the bulk density of the 
surface soil. This usually results in decreased infiltration of 
water into the soil and increased run off. With removal of cover 
and reduction of organic matter, the soil warms more rapidly in 
the spring. This combined with decreased infiltration creates a 
drier microclimate for the vegetation. Over large areas, this 
and related processes are known as desertification. There would 
be a long term trend toward increasing soil stability, 
particularly on the sand dunes and streambanks. 
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Removal of cover on the sand dunes exposes the sand to higher 
wind velocities at the soil surface. The vegetation also 
provides a place for deposition to occur. Cover loss can cause 
the dune to “blow out”. Vegetated sand dunes concentrate and 
cycle nutrients in the top foot of sand. A blow out exposes a 
more barren substrate that is difficult to revegetate. 
Streambanks are impacted by both vegetation removal and 
trampling. Improper grazing can result in increased erosion and 
mass wasting of the streambank. 

Under the proposed action, these impacts attributable to 
livestock would not occur. 

Water _. , 
Impacts to water attributable to livestock would not occur. 
Livestock grazing can impact flow regimen and water quality 
including sedimentation, water temperature and bacterial content. 
Under the proposed action, undesirable impacts attributable to 
livestock grazing would be diminished. Impacts of past grazing 
will be ameliorated. Water quality in Range Creek would slowly 
improve as the channel deepens and narrows and as vegetation 
provides cover and shading. 

Veaetation 

Livestock impact vegetation directly through selective grazing, 
placing palatable, p referred plants at a competitive 
disadvantage, Other direct impacts result from trampling, 
bedding and other behaviors. Indirect impacts to vegetation 
arise from the impacts to soils of livestock grazing. 
Additionally, compaction of the soil around the roots can be 
detrimental to cottonwoods. Under the proposed action, these 
impacts attributable to livestock would not occur. 

The pinyon-juniper woodland and the salina wildrye sites will 
remain in there present condition for a long period of time. 
These sites appear to be very stable and have not been influenced 
directly by livestock at least since 1974. They are unlikely to 
change unless a major perturbation such as a fire occurs. 

Response in the salt desert shrub and greasewood sites will be 
variable. On the more productive sites, an increase in cool 
season perennial grasses is expected within ten years. A 
corresponding decrease in warm season grasses may also occur. 
The mat saltbush and greasewood/sueda sites have very low 
productivity and will respond very slowly to this change in 
management. 

The riparian community because of its high productivity has the 
greatest capacity to change under the proposed action. The 
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cottonwood and yillow dominated sites should improve in 
ecological status within five years in the absence of livescock 
grazing. The cottonwood and willow stands will increase in 
density and.area occupied. An increase in the cool season grass 
component is also anticipated. The closed stands of tamarisk 
like those at the confluence of the Price and Green Rivers will 
be slow to respond. Unless the stand is opened and tamarisk 
competition reduced, the native species will not easily invade 
these areas. 

Bighorn Sheep 

Bighorn sheep would be favorably impacted. Direct benefits 
include elimination of forage competition between bighorn and 
domestic livestock and reduction of the potential for disease 
transmission to the wild sheep from livestock. Indirect impacts 
include the potential for a bighorn sheep release into the 
management area which previous planning decisions precluded. The 
proposed action and subsequent management of bighorn sheep may 
enable the bighorn sheep population to reach potential or prior 
stable numbers. 

Riparian Habitat and Bird Species Richness 

Bird species density and diversity would improve as riparian 
habitat conditions improved. Riparian habitat response may be 
slowed by livestock trail use along the Green River and Range 
Creek, particularly spring use, and existing livestock use on the 
Price River South Allotment. All terrestrial wildlife WOU~LI 
benefit by the improved plant community characteristics (i.e., 
composition, structure, ground cover, etc.). Peregrine falcons 
would be benefited to the extent that riparian habitats and the 
associated avian community (peregrine falcon prey base) improved. 

Aquatic Habitats and Fisheries 

Aquatic habitats in Range Creek would continue to recover slowly 
due to continued livestock trail use. This recovery would occur 
as overstory and streambank vegetation became established, 
shading would increase, channel profile would deepen, streambanks 
would stabilize and overall habitat conditions for a trout 
fishery would improve. Recommended management to restore 
degraded stream habitats and riparian zones on high priority 
streams is to schedule exclusion of riparian areas from livestock 
grazing until substantial habitat improvement has occurred, 5 to 
10 years depending on existing conditions of the habitat (Bowers 
et al, 1979). 
After a period of 5 to 10 years Range Creek would likely support 
a trout fishery throughout its lower reach. 

Natural History 
The proposed action will protect the values Middle Mountain may 
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offer as a relict plant community. It will also compliment the 
values of the potential National Natural Landmark. 

Retreat ion w 

The absence of domestic livestock evidence in campsites along 
with increased opportunity to view bighorn sheep should improve 
the quality of the visitor experience. People recreating within 
the allotments would not encounter evidence of livestock use and 
there would be no common use areas with livestock. Quality of ,’ 
the camping experience in Gray Canyon would be improved as 
competition for campsites between livestock and people is 
eliminated. Chukar hunting and ORV use would not be affected. A - 
sport trout fishery could be established in lower Range Creek. 
Opportunities to observe and hunt bighorn sheep would be 
enhanced. 

Wilderness 

The affected wilderness characteristics have already been 
discussed in part. Vegetation (naturalness), soils 
(naturalness), and wildlife (supplemental value) were discussed 
in previous sections. Opp,ortunities for solitude would not be 
affected because no change in the ability to find a secluded spot 
would occur. Primitive recreation (mostly floatboating) has also 
been discussed above. The most directly affected aspect related 
to primitive recreation would be the condition of campsites along 
the rivers. These campsites occur mainly at locations where 
cottonwood and box elder trees are present along the rivers. 

Analysis of impacts to vegetation and soils indicate that an 
improving trend would occur. This would meet IMP requirements. 
Impacts to primitive recreation have been discussed above. The 
potential for bighorn sheep establishment would be improved and a 
viable herd is likely to become established. Scenic values are 
not likely to be affected except as changes may occur in the long 
term appearance cottonwood stands and other vegetation 
communities. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Study Areas 

The proposed action would enhance outstandingly remarkable values 
present in the Price and Green River areas, and Range Creek, 
falling within the interim management guidelines for identiLied 
study rivers. 

Domestic Livestock Grazina 

This amendment will not adversely affect any grazing permittees. 
No livestock grazing preference will be cancelled or suspended as 
a result of this action. The permittees in the Last Chance and 
Price River South allotments will continue to have the use of 
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their permits. &Established trailing use will continue. The 
opportunity to harvest approximately 2,388 AUMs of livestock 
forage from-the relinquished allotments will be foregone. Given 
the history of use of these allotments over the past 15 years, it 
seems unlikely this forage would’be harvested even if grazitrg 
were allowed. i 

Cultural Resources 

Damage to cultural resources caused by livestock grazing is known 
to occur but has not been well quantified, Impacts include 
breakage of stone tools and ceramics by trampling, moving the 
positions of artifacts and collapsing of structures due to -. 
rubbing and scratching (Osborn et al, 1987) . With the 
elimination of livestock grazing as per the proposed action, 
these impacts attributable to livestock would not occur except 
along the trail routes in Range Creek and along the Green River. 

PERSONS, AGENCIES. AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED 

The following persons, organization and agencies were consulted 
in the preparation of this EA. 

Paul McCauley, Range Extension Specialist, Utah State University. 
Prepared a report as to potential livestock uses and range 
condition. 

Ralph Holmgren, Range Scientist, retired, U.S. Forest Service 
Desert Range Experiment Station. Prepared statement as to range 
suitability and condition. 

James Bowns, Professor of Range Ecology, Southern Utah Stats 
College. Prepared a report as to range suitability and condition 
and offered information on the sensitive plants, 

James A. Young, Range Scientist, Agricultural Research Service, 
Reno, Nevada. Provided opinion on stability of sand dunes and 
proper utilization to maintain stability. 

Richard Eckert, Range Scientist, Agricultural Research Service, 
Reno, Nevada. Advised against use during the growing season on 
sand dunes and suggested only light use in the winter. 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Southeast Region. Provided 
prior stable numbers and. present population information for 
bighorn sheep. 

Jim Karpowitz, Big Game Specialist , Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources,Southeastern Region. Stated that if livestock and the 
associated treat of disease transmission were removed from the 
Elliott Mountain area the proposed transplant into this area 
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would become the number one priority for desert bighorn in the 
State. Jim also stated that if conflicts were resolved that 
efforts would begin immediately to arrange for the bighorn sheep 
transplant ,.-as early as January 1987. 

Thomas 0. Bunch, Department of Animal, Dairy, and Veterinary 
Science, Utah State University, Logan, Utah. Reaffirmed 
literature on the threat of disease transmission between domestic 
sheep and bighorn. Stressed this threat to be real by stating if 
two healthy bighorn sheep were taken to Utah State University, 
one kept in isolation the other exposed to domestic sheep, the 
bighorn exposed would die of pneumonia within three weeks, while 
the bighorn in isolation would remain healthy. A_ 

Garr Workman, Utah State University, Logan, Utah. Reaffirmed 
literature on the threat of disease transmission between domestic 
sheep and bighorn. He also emphasized the impact of displacement 
of bighorns from habitat being grazed by cattle. 

Office of the State Climatologist, Department of Biometeorology, 
Utah State University. Provided climate information, snow cover 
at Green River, monthly precipitation and average temperatures 
for,southeast Utah for the years 1931 to 1985. 

The availability of this EA was announced in the Federal Register 
on March 29, 1989. Comments were accepted through May 26, 1989. 
A copy of this EA and the unsigned FONSI were provided to the 
following individuals and organizations: 

Ralph Wikley, United Press International 
Celia Masse, Humane Society of Utah 
Emery County Commission 
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance 
Waldo Wilcox, g razing permittee 
Dix Jensen, grazing permittee, grazing advisory board 
Utah Wilderness Association 
Utah Native Plant Society 
Utah State Division of Lands and Forestry, SE Region 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, SE Region 
Southeastern Utah Assn. of Local Governments 
The Nature Conservancy 
Utah Farm Bureau 
Nicholas Van Pelt 
State of Utah Office of Planning and Budget 

A written comment was received-from the Southeast Region of UDWR 
(copy attached). Their comment was a supportive of the proposed 
amendment and did not request any modification of the EA. Utah 
Wilderness Association provided the only other comment. Their 
letter and the BLM's response to their comments is also attached. 
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State of Utah 
1 DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES 
Norman H. Bangetter 

oarnor 
Des C. H.snm 

scuiiaslern Regm 

5hEmiwDirraor 456 Wes! Ratlroad Avenue 

'l-mtbyH.Rovan Price. Utah 84501-2829 

DivbmloincM 801-637-3310 

!$fl/Pg.dy,>-- AR? 19 1989 

April 18, 1989 

Mark Bailey 
Price River Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Drawer AB 
Price, UT 84501 

Ref: Ammendment (UT-066-89-26) to Price River MFP/Gray Canyon Wildland 
Management Area 

Attn: Dave Mills 

Dear Mark: 

The Division has reviewed the Environmental Assessment Report for the 
Ammendment to the Price River Management Framework Plan relative to the 
Gray Canyon Wildland Management Area. The proposed action, summarized as 
follows, is desirable to the Division. Note, none of the alternatives 
are acceptable since the Division has already purchased the livestock 
animal unit months. 

"Allocate forage in the Bighorn, Elliott Mountain, Pack Trail 
and River allotments (figure 1) to wildlife. Manage the 
area, hence known as the Gray Canyon Wildland Management 
Area, to enhance wildland values including recreation, 
riparian, and wildlife. Cooperate with Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources in establishing a viable bighorn sheep 
herd and allow the Division to conduct population 
augmentation through release. Reserve forage for 
recreational use of packstock and livestock trailing. 
Livestock trailing use shall be limited to cattle only and 
granted to the grazing permittee in the in the Price River 
South Allotment and the present owner of the lower Range 
Creek Ranch at the discretion of the Price River Resource 
Area Manager. Such trailing use to be carefully supervised 
and monitored to determine if it is adversely affecting the 
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Mark Bailey 
April 18, 1989 
Page 2 

. 

wildland values described above. If trailing use is found to 
conflict with the Intent of this decision, trailing shall be 
modified or curtailed to eliminate the conflict. All of the 
vegetation resource is allocated to uses other than domestic 
livestock grazing and is unavailable for,livestock. Issuance of 
grazing permits other than the trailing permits described herein is 
prohibited. If the livestock'grazing preference on the Last Chance 
or Price River South Allotments (figure I) is relinquished or 
otherwise lost, these allotments shall be managed as prescribed 
above." 

Thank you for an opportunity to review and provide comments. 

Sincerely, 

Larry B. Dalton 
Wildlife Program Manager 
Resource Analysis/Habitat Protection 

LBD/rrd 

cc: Dwight Bunnel 
SLO/RAS 
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obrmusly very supportlvad!ha fJlructlon take, by this amendment. With the raxmmandatiom 
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At the sane time. our enthusl~ Is temperad by a htstory of mlsmmugnmt d these sllotments and. 
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Ukd to thd h the wsy the abJecttw~ tn the River tlmqsnent Plan hwa been tQlond Those 
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?~ater 01 the tern envn-onment’ (IA p. 2). Tha Rlvs Maneynent Plan slsn rspuiras clostng 

h7 Eap creek to vehicles ir vehicles a-en3 kept out or sipht rrrm the river md litter isn’t 

r~.-ted cu!. Hooe ofpss cbjecNes have ken met. yet nothtng has been dma We 61 hope this EA Is 

!:r ca!~lvst for mwlng fawsdm these seflous resoutw issuf~. rather than mother plan thd rolls 

to mm! ItspotmtU baat~da lM.dcunm~tment todowhd needs tobedom 

RESPONSE TO COHUESTS 

1. This amendment was prepared to address forage allocation on 
four allotments. The relinquishment of grazing preference oo 
these allotments rendered certain ZIFP decfslons meaningless. The 
scope is limited to forage allocation issues. Off road vehicles 
and transportation plans are outside the scope of the amendment. 
The vehicle Issue ~111 be addressed In an upcoming EA covering 
ORV deslgnatlons for the entire resource area. 

I 
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h ‘exetuskm of tlpalm seas frcm llvestcck ~aztng until subsbMa1 habitat Improvement has 

arxlrred’fp. 17). ktheEAnotss(p. 14~thereharbeenveryIlltbq~~mtheseslldmentsfor 
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thm presmtb a&t8 
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stress fa btm IJmes. Fmd L., -Dasert ed MonsmardSumner. 1980.1 There is 
even Jane-n thd. llke&anestk&e&wttls twcm trmslt Uel rnsapss to blmm ~Jeasup. 
DWI. MPVfl. DIMMA.. Desert BtghornOxmcll 1985 Trmsactlau). It can’t beassumed that 

conllnutld cattle usa won’t Imp83 Dk#urn sheep. 

In light 4 Ihis, wn bellwe that ths trelllrq permit must be tempasy, lssuedci~ a yea b~yeu- 

be&. ti must be phased out after five yess. This gives BLtl the flsxiblllty 11 needs if it determir i 

the oerm It should’b c#xlieI at mv time. while glvlng the permItlee adsawte tlme (5 veers) to flrvl 

an alternsttv& We cannot supmt m m sndad tlms frame for thepsrmrt. lt Is not In the bf+st 

t&r-es\ of the w, myan vsen. ad. ulttmsteiy. not In the best Interest of professional land 

mmtqment tomnllnu3 to allow Ilv&xk use In these cress Trailing psfmlls must be cmtlnpent or: 
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2. The LA addresses the possible retardation of riparian 
recovery aa a result of the trailing use. The Bureau is 
committed to monitoring the effects of trailing use. Permanent 
vegetation study sites presently exist in Range Creek, at the 
mouth of Range Creek, Rabbit Valley, School Section Canyon, two 
sites in Price River Canyon, Sand Knolls and Short Canyon. The 
amendment prescribes curtailment or modification of trailing use 
if it is shown to be detrimental to wildland values. To date. 
the trail use does not appear to be causing noticeable impact. 

3. The possibility of cattle trailing conflicting with bighorn 
sheep is recognized. Again, trailing may be eliminated if it is 
shown to cause a problem. At present the impacts of trailing are 
thought to be minimal. Discussions with UDWR indicate the 
trailing takes place at noncritical times for the bighorn and is 
unlikely to create adverse impacts to wild sheep. The stress 
caused by two transient trail drives is probably less than the 
constant presence of people from mid Way through September, when 
the sheep are very dependant upon the river for water. Disease 
transmission from cattle seems to be more of a problem where 
animals are dependant on stock ponds’for vater. The nature of 
the trailing use precludes long term concentrations of cattle and 
the flowing river is the only water source. The risks of 
conflict on the trail are much less than along the private lands 
along Range Creek and on the Tavaputs Plateau, where cattle are 
concentrated for prolonged periods. 

4. This action is wlthin the limits of the area managers 
discretion as outlined in the proposed amendment. Issuance of a 
trailing permit is discretiopary , and the amendment commits the 
Bureau to curtail trailing use if it 1s shown to be conflicting 
with wildlife, recreation or riperian values. Trespass has not 
been tolerated. Where trespass use has been observed, action has 
been taken to abate the trespass and recover monetary damages 
from the offendlng individuals. 
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5. The administrative action of cancellinq a grazing permit for 
longstanding nonuse is outside the scope of this proposed 
amendment. In fact, a plan amendment is not requited for such a 
cancellation. With regard to the Price River South allotment, 
the poor conditions ore a result of historic abusive grazing 
practices. While the present management might not be the best 
possible practice, the site is not presently deteriorating. 
Utilization of the area has been light and a slight upward trend 
observed. Exchange of the permit for use elsewhere is also 
outside the scope of this amendment and is an administrative 
action not requiring a planning amendment. 

6. See response to comment t 2 above. Included in the 
monitoring are photo trend points in the campsiteu at Range 
Creek, Rabbit Valley, Sand Knolls and Short Canyon. If trailing 
use conflicts vith the recreational values of these sites, the 
Bureau is committed to elimination of the conflict to benefit the 
recreational uses. 

7. The purpose of the proposed amendment is to ellmlnate 
domestic Ilvertock grazing and reserve the vegetative resources 
for uses other than livestock. The amendment and EA purposely 
refers to bighorn in a generic sense. Decisions as to when, 
where and what type of sheep will be introduced have not been 
made at this time. These decisions will be made with public 
Input and the advice of both StM and UDWR wildlife profeasicnals. 
Any release of bighorns will follow the completion of a habitat 
management plan and analyzed in an EA. 
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8. See response to comment 8 1. 

9. Mltl~~.rll Iptf(rIrlg is outside the scope of the amendment. There 
are prvtwnt ly lcaaen on the 6fghocn Benches which ere held by 
pruduction. 
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APPENDIX A 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN DECISIONS 

TO BE DELETED IN WHOLE OR IN PART 

UNITED STATES 
DEPART,MENTPF THE INTERIOR 
EUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

s 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

&Jgp R&1.5 
Ovrr!ay Reference 

R~SCmMENDATiCN-ANALYSIS-DErlSICN Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Do not al low conve?sion from sheep to 
cattle in the River or Last Chance 
Allotments or on those portions of 
the Elliot Mountain or Woodside Allot- 
ments that lay east of the Book 
Cliffs. 

not encourage conversion of sheep 
..3 E-i --le on other desert or semi 

Cesert ranoes. When applications 
f?r such &version are made they 
wil? be csnsidered and analyzed in a 
cite s;acific EA. Approval of such 
conversions may be made where the 
findings in the EA are favorable and 
will incorporate in the permit those 
terns and conditions recommended in 
the E.i. 

The River, Last Chance and subject por- 
tions of the Elliot Mountain and Woodside 
Allotments are generally unsuitable to 
livestock grazing due to slope and water 
availability. Water sources are rivers 
and streams in narrow canyon bottoms; 
The plateau areas which ccmprise the 
majority of the acreage and forage pro- 
duction cannot\be reached by cattle 
watering in the bottoms. Development of 
artificial water is probably not feas- 
ible. The area is generally not acces- 
sible by motoriz ed vehicle and is *within 
a MS;\. Costs incurred in getting equip- 
ment into the area if IMP/Wilderness 
restrictions are lifted would probably 
exceed the value of the water project to 
be developed. 

Continued winter sheep grazing utili;ing 
good herding practices and snow as a 
source of water is feasible in these 
areas. Such operations would likely be 
marginal due to the high costs of main- 
taining camps without vehicle access. 
Cattle simply will not use any portions 
of these allotments other than the 
canyon bottoms. Past attempts at 
running cattle in the Last Chance Allot- 
ment failed. Due to the terrain the + 
cattle got sore- footed, some died 
marooned on points overlooking the 
Green River but without success to 
water. Others simply congregated on 
the c :-~sA bottons and did not leave 
e ?' e '1 a ; : 2 !' all the fat-age was consuxd 
(ZIzlii.! 'dilco\r, ;\~trori~l communicatitin!. 

(;PC r.l:it\n;\lr f.?r- RI!-l.? and RM-l.?. 



UNlTED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
EYREAU OF LAND blANAGE!tlENT 

I Name IMFPI 

Price River Plannina Ar "5 
Actlvlly 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
-RECOMMENGATJON-ANALYSlf-bEClSlOrJ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

RM-1-S 
Overlay Reference 
Step 1 Step 3 

MULTIPLE USE A'IALYSIS 

MULTIPLE USE REC5!?ME!4DATIOi I 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

-------------------------l-----------~--~----------------~-----------------~----~---~- 

,* , ,* ..S’.\ ,,: ,I*!‘,-.*,~~ Fsrm lo’;>-:l (Aprb! 1::“ 



IJN1TED STATES 
DEPAR’l3ENT OF TS1E INTERIOR 
UUREAU OF LA:3U MANAGi3lENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
-.RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-OECISIG~J 

,vwne f.111: PI 

,Price River Plannins Cr 
Aruvr~y 

. W-4-1 
Overlay Reference 

Sitv 1 step 3 

Recommendation RatIonale 

Change class of livestock from sheep 
to cattle in the following allotments 
containing desert bighorn sheep 
habitat. 

4099 River 
4063 Last Chance 
4224 Woods ide - above the cliff line 

Conduct a class of livestock feasibil- 
ity evaluation in these allotments to 
identify areas suitab'le for cattle 
grazing. Close to grazing all are3s 
within these allotments not suitab'le 
for cattle use and manage as a desert 
bighorn sheep natural area. 

Su3Dort Needs 

Range Resource Cooperation. 

Domestic sheep grazing poses a strong 
conflict to desert bighorn sheep. The 
problem stems primarily from the 
possibility of disease transmission 
from domestic sheep and compatibility 
of bighorn sheep and domestic sheep. 
BLM is mandated by the Federal Land 
Management Policy Act of 1976 for 
balance4 resource use. Cattle grazing 
is the most compatible livestock use 
on desert bighorn sheep ranges. 

Section 4120.3 of the 8LM Grazing 
Administration and Trespass Regulation: 
authorizes closure of areas to livesto! 
use when required for the protection 
of wildlife habitat. Section 4112.1%' 
of the BLM Range Management Manual 
Section supports the removal of domes:- 
livestock from range for the purpose 
of resolving livestock/wild?ife con- 
flicts. 

Supplemental agreements and local 
agreements have been sianed at State 
and District levels by ihe BLM and 
UDWR to reintroduce bighorn sheep in 
the Elliot Mountain habitat area. 
Tentative plans to release sheep in 
the Elliot Mountain habitat area in 
the 1982-83 release have been made by 
the UDtiR (Bates, personal communica- 
tion). The release is pending the 
status of domestic sheep use in the 
allotments in question. 

,,,,,,-,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,-------~--------~----~~----------~--------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Ranae (RM-1.3) - Implementation of ~~-4.1 will result in under utilization of 
forage and destabilize livestock operations; Affected allotments are listed 
above. 

h’,Y?*: 4r:.lch .aid~!lonnl sht*rts. if nrcdrd _ _ . . -_-- -.-_--__ .--...------ .-.___ 
,i. ,:v,, .. *.\ <,,I ?,*I, *\‘,v’ 

--_c--- 
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RECOMf.4E~JOATiON-ANALYSIS-OEClSiOrJ 
Overlay Reference 

N SlCf7 1 
- 

(WL-4.1 Continued) 

Posftive 

Recreation (General) - Removing domestic sheep from .historic desert bighorn sheep 
ranges will make them suitable for reintroduction of this native species. WilderneI: 
values would be enhanced and if reintroductions were successful, hunting could be 
established. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALvSIS 

The Elliot Mountain area, encompassing the above allotments has been identified as 
a desert bighorn sheep release area. However, current livestock class does not 
pemit the jntroduction due to problems associated with -disease transmission, etc. 
Most of the topography in the allotments listed is only suited to sheep grazing. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMtiENDATION 

Reject the recommendation. 

REASON 

Requiring a change of class of livestock from sheep to cattle resulting in a 
probable 90 percent reduction in the area suitable for livestock grazing cannot b* 
justified for either a natural area for the small bighorn population that exists c- 
for a proposed transplant. Particularly when there are other suitable areas for 
transplant with fewer conflicts. 

x? ;rL z. 
e 
off -7LLj, May 13, 1983 

Area Manager, Pri&Qiver Date 

DECISION 

. 
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MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
~RECOMMENOATlOtJ-AtJALYSiS-OEClSlOtJ 

Yff Al ifP WI -d-k 
Overlay Refcrtnct 

Sk&l 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Cancel grazing privileges on Elliot 
Mountain and Price River South Allot- 
ment within the desert bighorn sheep 
habitat area. Manage the area for 
establishment of a viable stable 
desert bighorn sheep population. 

Desert bighorn sheep presently occupy 
the Elliot Mountain habitat area, 
although numbers are low. Livestock 
has been shown to be in strong confli 
with desert bighorn sheep. Disease 
transmission and displacement from 

Suosort Needs 
suitable habitats are the major prob- 
lems. 

Range Resource Coordination. Elliot Mountain Allotment has been in 
nonuse for at least the past 5 year-,. 
This in itself indicates the area is 
not highly suitable for livestock 
grazing. However, in light of triter 

. for grazing unsuitability, both water 
and especially slope, it is clear the 

. area is not suite4 for any class of 
livestock grazing, see SVIM slope 
Unsuitability Overlays. 

Section 4120.3 of the KY Grazing 
Administration and Trespass Regula- 
tions authorizes closure of areas to 
livestock use when requited for the 
protection of.wildlife habitat. 
Section 4112.1AK of the BLY Range 
Management Manual Sectiqn supports th 
removal of domestic livestock from 
range for the purpose of resolving 
livestock/wildlife confljcts. 

Supplemental agreements and local 
agreements have been signed at State 
and District levels by the BLM and 
UDWR for a supplemental release of 
bighorn sheep in the Elliot Mountain 
habitat area. Tentative plans to 
release sheep in the Elliot Mountain 
habitat area in the 19Y?-83 release 
have been made by the UD;IR (Bates, 
personal communication). 

The UDWR showed tremendous support fs 
this recommendation during planning 
scoping meetings. 

.\,-‘r .\: :a.~\ addtt ~onrl *ht.r!s. if nezdrd ------ 
; . . . . . ., ,, ! ,a... b ’ FJr- :..a’;\-:! 3 :’ I : : : - 
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Price Rivc?r Planninq Gr?? 
AClIVItV 

Ovnloy Rcfercncr 
Page 7 

step 1 siep 3 

(WL-4.6 Continued) 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Range (RM-1.1) - Implementation of ML-4.6 will result 
forage and destabalize livestock operations on Elliot 

Positive -. 

in under-util.ization 
Mountain A7 JotTent. 

of 
A_ 

Recreation (Genera7) - Cancelling grazing privileges on Elliot Mountain Allotment 
would create optimum management conditions for the reintroduction of desert bighorn 
sheep proposed by WR. If successfu7, hunting could be established in the long 
term. - 

(R-4.1) - Implementing WL-4.6 would enhance wildlife sightseeing values by'improv- 
ing suitabi7ity of habitat for bighorn sheep reintroduction. 
-------------------------------------,-------------------------------~------------ 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative I 

Include El7iot Hountain Allotment for consideration with other allotments under 
Recommendation X-4.1. Include Price River South A77otment.for consideration with 
other al lobents under Recommendation WL-4.3. . 

Impact Identification - See discussion of impacts WL-4.1 and WL-4.3. 
-------------------------~------------~--------~-------------------------------~-- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The Elliot Mountain area has, for several years, been identified as a desert 
bighorn release site. The area will not be suitable for such a release, however, 
as long as 
privileges 

domestic sheep are licensed in the area. The cancellation of grazing 
would have definite negative economic impact on the livestock operators. 

Reject the recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOWIENDATION 
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DEPARTMENT OF TllE IN-I-ERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND SANACEMENT 

MAkEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
REr30MMEt~DATlGN-At~ALYSiS~GEClSiGN 

Price River Planninq Are 
ACfSVll)f 

. P PdfJP 3 
Gwvlry Refctrnce 

se9 1 srep 3 

(ML-4.6 Continued) 

REASON 

The cancellation of grazing privileges cannot be justifieci rnerety for a proposed 
bighorn sheep transp7ant, particu?arly since there are other viable transp'lant 
locations with fewer conflicts. 

Y...r .A~:.I:\ d.!~::on.bl shcrrs;. if ~~e~r!c;i 
C--l _ -5_-eya-- - --- --e_i_-z- - - -__p 
,( . I ( (... . ,,.’ I, < ,.,\,‘J F;::. !>‘,I-:: ..\r.r:I :,--’ 
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MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
--RECOMMENOATlOtr-A~JALYSIS-~EClSiOt~ 

. 
.bffl~~~fP wt -4-3 

Ovrrlry Reference 

sltp x step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

1. Prohibit a change fn class of 
livestock to sheep in allot;;lents 

Domestic sheep grazing poses a major 
threat of disease transmission to 

'licensed for cattle only use in the 
Elliot Mountain and North San Rafael 

desert bighorn poputations. This very 

bighorn sheep habitat areas. Buck- 
factor is one of the major contribut- 

master, (west of Tidwell Draw, 
ing causes of the near extirpation of 

Little Park and Chimney Rock). 
desert bighorn sheep in southeastern 
Utah. 

2. Deny future applications for 
activation of sheep use on allot- 
ments currently adjudicated for dual 
use within the Box Flat-Calf Canyon 
area mentioned above. 

Suoport Needs 

Range Resource Cooperation. 
-_-_------------I_-----------------~----------------------------------------------- 

IFIPACT IDENTIFICATION 

NerJative 

(RX-1.3) Range - Implementation of WL-4.3 wiil result in under utilization of 
forage and destablized livestock operations. Affected allotments are Elliot 
Mountain, Box Flat, and Calf Canyon. 

Positive 

Recreation (General) - Preventing livestock class cianges from cattle to sheep in 
tne historic bighorn sheep area will ensure that they remain suitable for reintro- 
ductions of bighorns could result in the establishment of hunting. 
------------------------~------------~------------------~-------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The Elliot Mountain and North San Rafael habitat areas have been identified for 
desert bighorn sheep releases. The desert bighorn sheep reintroduction program has 
been in place for many years. A change in class or conversion from cattle to she?? 
would dramatically affect the areas suitability for desert bighorn sheep release. 
Many of these areas are better suited to the grazing of cattle than sheep and the 
recommendation is consistent with good range management practices. 

.%i*c: .-tl:dc*l ilddlt~onal shr’rts;. if nc+,fed 
IL-ii- -ezG__i__ iL 

I ” ? . ‘1, .‘\ <.‘I: ,‘-!‘,‘,~ (‘I 
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Id1 ifta Page 2 
Ovetliry Reference 
Steu 1 S1eu 3 

(ML-4.3 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOYWHXTION 

Accept Part 1 of the recommendation. Modify Part 2 to read as follows: 

Encourage the livestock operator invo7ved to change his use to Cattle only 
and/or cooperatively develop grazing rznaseaent systems that would lessen the 
conflict with bighorn sheep if populations are discovered in the area or if 
they are transplanted. 

REASO:; 

The denying of applications to activate sheep use cannot be justified on the bas:'s 
that a bighorn sheep transplant might be made in the future. 

A'lso properly developed grazing management systems should benefit both livestock 
.and wjldiife, 

2573 P+LM+ 
ger,“Price River 

Mav 13, 1983 
Date 

s,.*c, Atr~ct: addit~onnl zfit-rts. d ncrr?rd ---. --. 
. ..c-ir-i.==zIT- /--- ;--. a: --.-i 
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. 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN n R-4.1 
Overlay Rcferencc 

-I?ESOMMEN~ATION-ANALYS~S~OECIS~~~J Sttp 1 Step 3 

Recommendatfon Rationale 

Establish recreation use and cultural .pres- 
ervation in Desolation and Gray Canyons as 

Other than dispersed activities, 

the priority land uses for the Recreation 
such as hunting and general ORV 

Management Area, 
use, requiring much lower levels 

Desolation Canyon National of use supervision, river recrea- 
Histprica? Landmark and'flat Canyon Arch- 
eological District. Manage the area under 
the prgvisions of the Desolation and Gray 
Canyons of the Green River River Manaae- 
ment Plan. Provide visitor services In- 
cluding s2wer pumping (Swasey Rapid and 
Sand Wash), propane and water hauling 
to the range r station, camp site clean- 
U” and campsite veaetation and arthae- 
origical site monitiring within the con- 
straints of funding. 

Sungort Reouirements 

Outdoor Recreation Planner - I WM 
Rr?crlation Maintenance Workers - 5 WM 
!lisir,or and Site Maintenance - $5,000 

(1981 dollars) 

tion provides the highest number 
of user days in the resource area. 
In addition, river recreation 
re? ated service industries play a 
role in the local and regional 
economy. The user population is 
local, regional, national and from 
foreign countries. A large area is 
affected: an 84-mile segment, 
approximately 150 camp sites and 
numerous side canyons used for 
hiking. Sensitive biological and 
cultural resources are present in 
the area. 

Preservation of the natural envi- 
rons present when Major John Wesley 
Powell first explored the arta was 
identified as the purpose for designa- 
tion of the NHL. 

A high intensity environmental analy- 
sis addressing the river management 
plan was completed and approved in 
1979 after considerable multiple 
resource analysis and public partici- 
pation. The plan was approved by the 
Utah State Director in 1979. 

13PACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Rani:e (R&I) -' Construction of barriers could exclude livestock from fsed or 
wat;tr. 

t’,~tr .hf!.i,.‘> .~,i’i!~o!~t,l zhcr!~. if nc.e:Icd 

: I I . :: : . ..? r,‘: ,..\‘. 8 

--- .-- - -__ 
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Ac11vrty 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAH . 
RECOMMENOATIO~J-ANALYSIS-OECIS~ON 

(R-4.1 Continued) 

step 3 

Recreation (R-I.1) - Construction of livestock barriers would not be consistent 
with WI Class I designation unless barriers were small and only natural materid!; 
were used. 

(R-7.4).- Possible closure would restrict ORV use in Range Creek Bottom on an 
existing jeep trail. 

Prlsitive 

Cultural (General) - Continued inventory of cuJtura7 sites could improve fiJe 
docuzentation for Nine MiJe Canyon, Desoiation Canyon and FJat Canyon sites along 
the Green River. Monitoring will help protect cuJtura1 values at these sites. 

n<e (R/j-I) - Sarriers could be constructed to allow livestock passage on a Ra 
perscriptive basis. 

(H-3.1) - ORV c'losure wouJd improve riparian site conditions by eliminating tree? 
crossings and surface disturbance. 

p&3.?, 3.2) - Federal ownership would insure protection of riparian sites and 
could prevent construction at these sites. 

Qecreation (R-I.1, 1.2) - Scenic easznents or title could insure protettion of VT! 
-7 - itoss I and CJass II scenic values along Desolation and Gray Canyons. 

(Q-4.1) - Acquisitions or easeTents would be consistent with the approved manage- 
ment plan and with the present recreational use. 

(Q-4.2) - Completion of the exchange at Swasey Rapid wouJd allow for facilities 
p:aceTent on those lands in the future. 

(24.2) - Barriers at Sand tiash would keep livestock off the more highly used 
camping area during the fioatboating season. It would also help witn maintenance 
of facilities-in a condition suitable for public. 

(R-7.4) - Use of most of the existing jeep trail could continue to near Range Crze? 
6ottorll. 

k'atershed (GI-I.1, 1.4, 2.5, 3.3) Restriction of livestock where barriers are 
piaced would reduce trampling and streanbank erosion at the indicated calnpsites 
along the Green River. 

\ .“!. .A:!.e:fl .id.i~t~~rnal ?ht.cts. if qrr:!ct! - _-.. .-..- .-. . - ..-. -..- ___ - ----------.------:;--.:- ._ _ -:.---- Yz.-- - I:--_ -;--~-.~-.-. .- -.. -~“-~- -_- - - 
“\ ,*, *L I .a,>,2 ’ kc.?-? ::>r’.‘--: c/f,,‘:! : 
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Price River Planning F.p+ 
ACCtVlty 

(R-4.1 Continued) 

(w-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2*5, 3.3) - Limiting'surface disturbance associate4 with ORV use 
would reduce erosion and impacts to watershed values. 

(w-3.3) - Watershed values are protected by management which reduces compaction and 
erosion along stream channels. 

Wildlife (WL-9.1) - Continued closure of Rock Creek campsite will improve riparian 
and fishery habitats along Rock Creek. 

(WL-9.1) - Riparian habitat and fishery along Range Creek could be improved by 
reducing or eliminating ORV use. Livestock exclosures would improve riparian 
habitat condition along the Green River and its tributaries. 

Alternative I 

Establish recreation use and cultural preservation in Desolation and Gray Canyons 
for the Recreation Management Area, Desolation Canyon National Historical Landmark 
and Flat Canyon Archeological District. Manage the area under the provisions of 
the Desolation and Gray Canyons of the Green River River irfanagement Plan. Provide 
visitor services including sewer pumping (Swasey Rapid and Sand Wash), propane and 
water hauling to the ranger station, campsite cleanup, and campsite and at-cheologi- 
ca? site monitoring within the constraints of funding. Place livestock barriers 
when needed and use r;;aL. avials which are natural or appear natural in a manner 
consistent with VW4 C'ass I guidelines. Insxe that adequate livestock access ts 
water is not denied. Continue monitoring ORY use in Range Creek Botton to deter- 
mine if ORV closure is justified. 

Imoact Identification - This alternative would provide similar positive impacts to 
tne recmnendation exxpt that conflicts bettieen ORV and river recreation could 
continue to occur for the present time. Potential negative impacts to visual 
resources and livesto!:: k us2 would be largely mitigated. Feed within the evclosurt 
areas would continue to be unavailable to livestock. Benefits to riparian sites as 
a result of ORV-closure would not occur. 

MULTIPLE USE ASALYSIS 

Considerable multiple resource analysis and public participation led to the devel- 
opment of the manage:nent plan. No significant land use changes have occurred sir,ce 
the plan was approved. Livestock forage forgone by possible exclosures would not 
be significant due to the very small area which would be affected. Alternative I 
woulll insure mitigation of other possible livestock grazing or visual resources 
bpacts. 

\.. *.. *:I.‘, h .~~ld:l~r~n.~l .tu.rt+. if rim*.!!:! ._,_ _ ___ i i .-_ i .-- - -- ----.----- - w-v:=v- _ _- .___ i__- T ._~,.zzw------___ -.- --- _ -. _ _. ._ _ .- -. - 
. .‘. ,.. . *,:, .\. 8 I’ :.-. .-.: .\,-,. -* 
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- aga L 
Gmioy Reference 

s1cp 1 SICP 3 

(R-4.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMNNDATION 

Accept Alternative 1. 

z!., 4?49;/J 
, Priciaiver 

May 13, 1983 
Date 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MiiiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Jultural Resources 
Objective Number 

CR-l 

Objective: 

Protect and promote the best use of cultural resource values of the Price River 
Resource Area. 

Rationale: 

Unsystemmatic, scattered inventories to date have identified very significant 
sites and areas which merit management attention. Several sites have been 
placed on the National Register of Historic Places, and others have been 
nominated. Further systemmatic inventory efforts can be expected to yield 
more of these values. Most cultural resources are fragile and are being 
adversely affected by natural or man related agents. With proper management, 
these values can be available for the use and enjoyment of generations now 
and future. 

-.- --- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Nome 1,VFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

i1 ” 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Designate outstanding cultural sites 
or groups of sites as special manage- 

Cultural sites and districts gain addi- 

ment areas including nomination to 
tional administrative protection and 

the National Register of Historic 
management capability through special 
designations. 

Places. Pending National Register 
Funding for interpreta- 

nominations should be completed or 
tional development and physical protec- 

deleted.-' The following known sites 
tion is often based on such special 
status. 

should receive immediate considera- 
tion for such designation: Nine 
Mile Canyon; Range Creek; Dry Canyon; 
Cottonwood Canyon; Spanish Trail- 
Castle Dale Wagon Road; D&RGW Narrow 
Gauge Railroad and unused railroad 
bed; Lower Price River Canyon; Sand 
Wash Ferry Site; Myton-Price Freight 
Road and the Asphalt Tramway. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impacts 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No conflicts have been identified with this recommendation. Additional admin- 
istrative protection and management capability can be gained by designating special 
management areas of outstanding cultural resources. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

: 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

!/~7srnrrrlon.s en rrIle?Se) Fr,X IoOO-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Nqme (MFPI 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Fire 
Objective Number 

F-l 

Objective: 

Suppress fires in a manner consistent with resource protection priorities, cost 
effective fire management and safety. 

Rationale: 

Within the Price River Resource Area, there is considerable variety in fuels and 
topography, combining to create variable resistances to control. Fire occurrence 
is also unevenly distributed over the resource area and there are several locations 
where high resource or property values are coincident with fire occurrence. 

On the other hand, there are portions of the resource area where fuels and topog- 
raphy cause a low resistence to control of fires. This generally occurs in more 
open pinyon-juniper stands and in desert terrain. Often times fires in these areas 
present little threat to resource or property values and are infrequent. 

,- 
i 

There are terrain conditions within the resource area where the use of fire fighters 
is not justified. Where fires occur along extremely steep ridges and canyons above 
the Book Cliffs, care should be exercised not to place personnel in undue hazard. 

--- 
(instruclions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-- MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fAlFP,J 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Fire - F-l.1 
Overlay Reference %lppreSS 1 On 

Step 1 Step 3Prioritie 

Recommendation # Rationale 

Adopt the areas identified on Fire These areas have 1) known or likely poten- 
Overlay 1 as high priority (Priority 
Levels 1 and 2) fire suppression 

tial for fire occurrence; 2) high resource 
or property values; 3) spread potential 

areas. In multiple fire situations, under certain fire conditions; and/or 4) 
fires in these areas will be moderate to high resistance to control 
suppressed as a first priority and based on topography and/or fuels. 
in a manner consistent with the 
fire danger class, spread potential 
and threat to high property or 
resource values. 

Priority Acres 

Level’1 
Level 2 

31,000 
237,000 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION. 

Positive 

Lands (L-4.1) - Developed communications sites on Bruin Point and Cedar Mountain 
would receive a high priority in fire protection. 

Recreation (R-4.1, 5.1, 6.1) - The Bureau’s investment in developed recreation 
sites at Price Canyon and on Cedar Mountain would receive a high priority for fire 
protection. High use undeveloped recreation areas in Desolation and Gray Canyons 
and on Bruin Point would receive a high priority for fire suppression. 

Range (RM-2.1) .- The forage value of chaining areas would be protected through 
receiving priority over other parts of the resource area for fire suppression. 

Watershed (W-1.1, W-1.4, W-2.3, W-3.3) - Suppression of fires in these areas would 
.help to protect important watershed values by retaining vegetation and soils which 
help to reduce -erosion and subsequent sedimentation. I e 

Wildlife (WL-1.2) - Establishment of high priority suppression areas could benefit 
critical ly valued thermal cover for mule deer if these critical areas could be 
included in the high priority list. 
___-_______________-________________y___------------------------------------------- 

. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(I~~.cfr~rctionc on ret+-rse) Form lbJnO-c71 (April lY75) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f.llFP) 
Price River Planning Are{ 
Actxvity 

.Fire F-l.1 Paqe 2 
Overlay Reference Suppression 

Step 1 Step 3 Prioriti[ 

(F-l.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The recommendation would provide an appropriate level of fire protection as indi- 
cated by BLM fire planning criteria. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

_--------------_------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f/!/.5lr.~c,,0,15 I,,) rcI’ErSC) Fcrr;. lrXtO-11 (April IGTt) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f,\lf=f’) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

. F-l.7 
Overlay Reference Suppression 
Step 1 step3Priorities 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allow naturally occurring fires to 
burn in a modified fire control area 
(BLM Manual 9210.14, US0 Supplement) 
of 460,000 acres shown on Fire Over- 
lay 1 during periods of low, moderate 
or high fire danger. Suppress fires 
in these areas during periods of very 
high or extreme fire danger or if 
monitoring indicates the fire may 
threaten property or have significant 
potential to cause resource damage. 

Fires in these areas have low spread 
potential and pose little threat to resource 
or property during periods of low, moderate 
or high fire danger. During periods of 
very high or extreme fire dander, conditions 
could cause fires in portions of these 
areas to spread. Cost savings in fire 
suppression would occur. 

--------------------_________________I__-- ----_------------------------------------ 

I!lPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Wildlife (WL2.2) Establishment of modified fire control areas could be used to 
improve vegetative stand characteristics in antelope habitat areas where the 
dominant shrub, sagebrush, averages 30 inches or more in height. In addition, 
potential exists for producing an increase in forbs favorable for antelope forage. 
---_--____-------_----------------------------------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The recommendation would provide an appropriate level of fire protection while 
reducing expenditures for fire suppression; however, expenditures for monitoring 
would still have to be made. Low cost antelope habitat improvement could also be 
obtained. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

DECISION 

Note: Atrach additional sheets, if needed 

~Ir:s:nrclrtJ/lc <.‘7l rcI/rrsr) For- 1600-21 (Apr11 IKSj 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANACEMENT 

MitiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name IMFPI 
Price River Planning Area 

Activity 

. Forest Products 
Objective Number 

FP-1 

Objective: 

Provide for a sustained yield of forest products from public lands in the resource 
area. The primary forest product at this time is fuelwood. 

Rationale: 

Sustained yields would insure the availability of forest products for indefinite 
periods. 

, 

_- _----- -- 

(Inslruclions on reverse) 
Forrr 1600-70 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-' MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (Nl:Pl 

Price River Planning Are‘ 
Activity 

Forest Products FP-1.1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Slep 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Offer wood products for sale or free 
use in any woodland area proposed for 
chaining or chaining and seeding 
prior to, or in place of, the pro- 
posed vegetation manipulation. The 
areas affected are-identified in 
Table RM 2.2 and depicted on range 
overlays. 

Chaining costs average about $30 per acre 
and wastes considerable amounts of wood 
products. Some wood becomes unsuitable for 
harvest due to splintering and mixing with 
dirt and rock. Decomposition of wood 
products before harvest also reduces utili- 
zation. 

Wood products are in demand, particularly 
as fuelwood. In 1980, permits for 5,600 
cords were issued from the Price BLM office 
while in 1981 the cordage approached 8,000. 
Commercially harvested wood has been sold 
along the Wasatch Front for over $100. 

Harvest of green fuelwood would, in large 
part, accomplish the proposed treatments 
objectives at considerably less cost. 
Revenue would be generated to cover Federal 
permitting costs and opportunities for 
small businesses would be provided. Competi 
tion for dead and down would be reduced. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Fire (General) Slash left by green fuelwood sales would greatly increase ground 
fuels available to fires increasing the difficulty of suppressing them. 

Recreation (R-1.2, 1.3) - Fuelwood sales could reduce present VRM classes by substan 
tially altering the vegetation component of the landscape in VRM Class II or Class 
III areas. Impacts, however, would be similar to chaining. 

Wildlife (WL-1.2, 1.3, 3.2) - Green fuelwood cutting of pinyonjuniper stands in 
deer and elk critical winter and winter ranges could result in 1) removal of thermal 
cover and 2) incompatible human and surface disturbing activities during winter 
deer and elk use. 

Positive 

Range (RM-2.1) - Forest products recommendation would aid in accomplishing mainten- 
ance and treatment of vegetation manipulations. 
-----__----------------------------~----------------------------------------------- 

IJote: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

lI~~.c:rrrrr~on.s on reverse) Fcrrr. lhOO-31 (April 19731 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (AIFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Forest Products FP-1.1 
Overlay Reference Page 2 
Steo 1 Sten 3 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Offer wood products for sale or free use in any woodland area proposed for chaining 
and seeding prior to, or in place of, the proposed vegetation manipulation. The 
areas affected are identified in Table RM-2.2 and depicted on range overlays. 
Allow chaining of areas not suitable for, or remaining after, harvest. Design sale 
areas to insure that adequate thermal cover for wildlife is retained. Close cutting 
areas during periods of critical wildlife use. Design sale areas, access and 
permit stipulations to minimize impacts to visual resources. Include stipulations 
to minimize fire hazard or incidence in the treated areas. 

Impact Identification - Increases in fuel available to fires will still occur and 
hazards related to fire incidence could still occur. In most cases, if not all, 
location and stipulated .cutting requirements would maintain cut areas in present 
VRM classes. Thermal cover for wildlife would be retained and wildlife uses would 
be protected and/or enhance by improved forage. 
--------_-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

,I 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Under either the recommendation or the Alternative 1, there would be some increase 
in fire hazard. However, retention of slash has shown in many cases to "nurse" a 
grass crop until it becomes established. The location, boundary identification and 
the timing of cutting would minimize impacts to VRM and wildlife. Improvements in 
forage for livestock and wildlife would be accomplished at low cost while providing 
the public with fuelwood to help satisfy present demand. Alternative 1 would 
provide the necessary wildlife habitat and fire protection. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Alternative 1. fl 

&E. May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, P Date 

-----------------------~----------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~II~.~~~ucIIo~~s on 7etjp7sej Form 1000-21 (Ap?!l 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGE!dENT 

-- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f.VFPI 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Forest 
Overlay Reference Range 
step 1 Step 3 44-I 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allow existing chainings (31,000 acres) About 30,340'acres would be placed in 
to regrow pinyon and juinper trees for production for wood products rather 
the purpose of Christmas tree harvest than range forage. The additional 
and sustained yield of fuelwood acreage placed under sustained yield 
products. for wood products would increase the 

.potential amount for green fuelwood 
harvest under sustained yield. The 
chainings could also be used for 
Christmas tree harvest during regrowth. 

------------------------~---------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Range (RM-1.1, 2.2) - Allowing chainings to regrow trees will result in a loss of 
forage production and a loss of investment in range improvements. 

Wildlife (WL-1.1) - Allow chaining to regrow will result in a loss of winter forage 
for deer. 

Positive 

Wildlife (WL-1.2) - Allowing chai.nings to regrow will improve thermal cover for 
deer. 
--------------- ----_--------------------------------------------------------------- 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Allow the harvest of Christmas trees becoming established in between periodic 
maintenance in existing chainings. Existing chainings could be maintained and 
would not be considered forest product sites other than for Christmas trees. 

Impact Identification - Existing forage use of chainings would be protected. 
Chaining areas would not contribute to sustained yield of forest products. 
-----_----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Presently forested pinyon-juniper areas can meet present or expected demand. An 
additional 60,000 acres have been identified as suitable for chaining. Over half 
of this is expected to be suitable for fuelwood harvest. Chaining areas presently 
provide valuable wildlife and livestock forage as well as Christmas trees and 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Ill.~:rlrcllOnc WI rcl%?rse/ Fcrz, lGOO-21 (Apr:l 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-hANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(FP-1.2 Continued) 

Name f.VI-P) 
Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Forest Products FP-1.7 
Overlay Reference Range 

Step 1 Step3 44-l 

fuelwood products. Christmas trees could continue to be harvested from these areas 
indefinitely, positively affecting publics seeking the trees and the maintenance 
cost of chained areas under Alternative 1. Under the recommendation, forage value 
and investment in the chainings could be lost while there is presently no indica- 
tion they will be needed to increase potential sustained yields of pinyon-juniper 
forest products. It is difficult to determine the impacts to sustained yields 
since regrowth of pinyon-juniper takes 100 to 300 years in the resource area. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Alternative 1. 

May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Pridk'River Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~177.~lrlrcllD77~ c,n II-7 crscj Fo:z. l:iOO-21 (Apri! 19i5) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name th;Ff) 
,Pr;ce River Planning ?-+-?? 
Activity 

K~~NAGEME~~TFRA~~EW~IM PLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

ds 
Objective Number 

L-l 

Objective: 

To make public land available for use by Federal, State and local government 
agencies and nonprofit associations for the development of recreational or public 
purpose sites. Public lands would be made available for parks, campgrounds, hospi- 
tals, schools, sanitary landfills, research facilities, community watersheds and 
all other uses authorized under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act. 

Rationale: 

Public lands located near population centers are in demand for such uses. By 
making land available, part of the demands and needs of the public would be met and 
a contribution would be made to the economic and social well being of the citizens 
in the area. 

Public land is an economical means of land acquisitions for communities and nonprofi 
associations. 

/-- 
The Recreation and Public Purposes Act, as amended (43 U.S.C. 869 et seq.) authorize 
the use of certain public land for recreational and public purposes. 

Problems encountered with these types of actions are that a great deal of effort 
must be put into processing these cases along with added compliance responsibilities 

Opportunities to be realized are that lands are available for recreation and 
public purposes. 

-- . 
(Inslruclions on reverse) Fcrm 1~00-20 (April 1973) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (;ll/:PJ 

Price River Planning Are _. 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN -- 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

s t-1.1 
Overlay Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

-- 

Recommendation Rationale 

Lease the identified lands to Carbon Carbon County has expressed an interest 
County with the option to purchase, in these lands for recreational purposes. 
through the provisions of the R&PP They are currently developing several 
Act. recreation facilities in this area and 

are in need of additional lands to 
T. 14 S., R. 10 E. complete plans. 

Sec. 19: NW%N&NlSjN&, NEt,SWt,NE&N&, These lands are surrounded by large 
SW+NE$NE$jNWg tracts of non-Federally owned land, 

which creates difficult access and 
Containing 10 Acres management problems for BLM. 

Disposal of these tracts to the County 
would serve important public objectives. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impact 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

These small isolated parcels are difficult for the Bureau to manage and would be 
better managed by the county. Due to management problems, the parcels should be 
made available for purchase by the public if the county decides they are no longer 
interested in acquiring them. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but expand it to include disposal by public sale or 
other means if the county determines they are no longer interested in the parcels. 

e %,‘“, lgB3 -o------o-----_-------------------------------------------------------------- --w--e 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

DECISION 

fl7l\-l,.i/rl7uns 077 rcrwrse) Form 100%-11 (Apral 1475 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

.-. BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAiYSIS-DECISION 

Name f.VFP) 

Price River Planning Are 
Activity 

l-l.7 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Offer the identified lands to the 
Carbon County School District for 
lease with the option to purchase 
through the provisions of the R&PP 
Act. 

Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Utah 

T. 13 S., R. 10 E. 

Sec. 18: N&SW%, Si% 
Sec. 19: N&, l&SW%, SE% 
Sec. 20: S$$M&, N+SW%, SW&SW& 
Sec. 30: NW%N&, NEL,NW+ 

There are no other plans for these lands 
that would exceed the public benefit a 
school site would have. 

Containing 880 Acres 
-----------------------------------~----------------------------------------------- 

The Carbon County School District has 
expressed an interest in acquiring land 
for a school site from BLM. 

Subject lands are located within walking 
distance from Helper, are near public 
utilities, and would require a minimum 
amount of leveling and excavation work. 

/-‘ IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Forest Products (FP-1.4) - Small amounts of fuelwood would be removed from Federal 
ownership near the Helper area if the lease sale were consummated. 

Wildlife (WL-1.2) - If the proposed lease sale is consummated, a loss of mule deer 
winter range would occur. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Subject lands have been identified as suitable for use as a school site for several 
reasons as noted in the rationale. Other possible sites were examined; however, 
impacts to wintering deer and other resources would have been significantly higher. 
The possible loss of fuelwood is insignificant due to the low density stands of 
pinyon-juniper on these parcels. The area is only occasionally used by wintering 
deer and the loss of deer winter range would also be insignificant. These lands 
are surrounded by non-Federally owned lands and do not have any known significant 
resource values. If the school district decides they are no longer interested in 
these lands, they should be made available for disposal through public sale or 
other appropriate laws and regulations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(llr.crrr#c:ions on WITrsel For. 16C10-:1 (April 14751 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
--RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ItVFi') 

Price River Planning Are 
Activity 

,Lands L-l.2 Pas62 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

(L-l.2 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but expand it to include disposal by public sale or 
other means if the school board determines they are no longer interested in the 
parcels. . 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

-------------- ---c-----------------~------- ---------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~ll~.~,r/tc/ionr OR reverse) Form 1600-21 (A?:11 157sJ 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planning Are; 
Activity 

Ri4NAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-2 

Objective: 

To make public lands available to qualified individuals, business or government 
entities for transportation or other systems or facilities. 
would be right-of-way, 

Interests granted 
temporary use permit, or land use permit. 

Rationale: 

There is a definite need in the public interest to utilize public lands for roads, 
powerlines, telephone lines, pipelines and a variety of other uses which the Secre- 
tary is authorized to allow. 

These noncasual uses of public land require rights-of-way, temporary use permits, 
or land use permits. 

Important public needs and objectives would be met by making land available for 
such uses. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act, Title V and Section 302, 
Title I of the Mineral Leasing Act, and Title 23 U.S.C. allow for such uses. 

- 
(Inslruclions On reverse) Form 1606-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-- MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Grant SUNEDCO rights-of-way for all SUNEDCO has plans to develop a coal mine 
facilities under Project No. FJ-15. in the Dugout Canyon-Fish Creek area. 

Facilities under Project No. FJ-15 were 
identified as necessary for development of 
this mine. 

Each of these proposals were analyzed in 
the Central Coal Environmental Statement. 
No major environmental or social impacts 
were identified. . 

This coal mine and related facilities are 
necessary in order for the country to meet 
energy objectives. 

.-------------- _____ ~~_~ ___~ ~~~ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Range (RM-13, RM-14) - Construction of facilities authorized by the proposed 
rights-of-way could degrade riparian zones. Degradation would be caused by loss of 
soil, loss of bank stability, loss of vegetation, and by a lowering of water 
quality. 

Wildlife (WL-1.4) - Construction of facilities authorized by the proposed rights- 
of-way would impact wintering deer on winter range and critical winter range. 
Impacts would be caused by a loss of pinyon and juniper trees that provide thermal 
cover. 

WL-1.5 - Construction of facilities authorized by the proposed rights-of-way would 
cause a loss in deer winter range and critical deer winter range. 

WL-3.3 - Construction of facilities authorized by the proposed rights-of-way would 
cause a loss of elk winter or critical winter habitat. 

WL-8.3 - Construction of facilities authorized by the proposed rights-ofAway could 
cause a disturbance and displacement of nesting raptor activity. 

WL-9.2 - Construction of facilities authorized by the proposed rights-of-way would 
cause a loss of riparian habitat. 

Positive 

Minerals (M-1.2) - Granting the rights-of-way would aid the applicant in the 
development of its coal resources. 

Note: &wchvd~itiapb~~~~,~~~~&+ ____________________----------------~---------------------- 
fI,?s/wrrions on revrrse) Form 1600-21 (April lC75) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Nome (.V/‘P J 

,P'rice River Planninq Art 
Activity 

ds l-7.1 Page 3 
-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

(L-2.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

SUNEDCO has acquired the coal leases 'for several hundred acres of Federal and 
private coal. With these leases came the right to use the land within the coal 
lease for the production and extraction of the coal. Because of topography and the 
need to put portals in certain locations, it will become necessary to use Federal 
lands outside the lease boundaries. As the holder of the surface estate, the 
Federal Government has discretionary authority to regulate where facilities can be 
put and what measures will be required to mitigate impacts. 

The proposed locations for surface facilities has not been solidified to any 
degree to be able to positively.identify or quantify impacts. After the proposals 
are submitted, the project will be analyzed in depth by the Office of Surface 
Mining, Reclamation and Enforcement and the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining. 
These agencies are required to write an environmental analysis on the mine plan as 
submitted with mitigating measures. The strict requirements of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 and the regulations promulgated to enforce the 
Act should insure the most impacts are mitigated. 

Other measures not specifically identified in the regulations are available and 
should be addressed to mitigate possible impacts. A possible measure available to 
mitigate losses of deer and elk habitat and degradation of riparian areas is the 
enhancement of off-site areas. Enhancement measures might include chaining and 
seeding areas with grasses and shrubs and planting riparian species in riparian 
areas. 

Avoidance would be practiced where possible to mitigate possible impacts to nesting 
raptors. However, this may not be possible in all cases because of the necessity 
to place facilities in certain areas. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but expand it to include placing appropriate stipula- 
tions on all rights-of-way to mitigate, if at all possible, all significant impacts 
particularly those that impact critical deer winter range. (This would include 
off-site habitat improvement.) 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

, 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lI,slrrrcrior?r on rctwrrei 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

(L-2.1 Continued) 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BLJREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

I~ANAGEMENTFRAME~~RK PLAN-STEP i 

Name (MFPI 

Price River Planning Are? 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Activity 
Lands 
Objective Number 
L-3 

Objective: 

Transfer ownership of certain public lands to the State of Utah or to private 
individuals. 

Rationale: 

Several parcels of public land have been identified as having potential for disposal 
because of problems encountered with their management. 

These parcels cannot be managed effectively within existing BLM programs involving 
range, watershed, wildlife, recreation or minerals. 

/' : 

Many of these tracts are completely surrounded by private or State owned lands. 
Consequently, management is difficult and uneconomic on a sustained yield basis. . 

These lands have potential for development as commercial , residential or industrial 
property. 

Important public needs and objectives such as community expansion could be better 
met by placing these parcels in non Federal ownership. 

State-wide selection and exchange obligations could be partially settled through 
implementation of this objective. Currently, Statewide entitlement totals 227,400 
acres. 

Public objectives and values including, but not limited to, recreation and scenic 
values would not be lost by taking these tracts out of Federal ownership. Authority 
to initiate this sale program is found in Section 203 of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 and 43 CFR 2710. 

~. 
(Instruclions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name 1.111: PI 
Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

nds L-3.1 Paqe 1 
Ovariay Rrfercnce 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Dispose of the public lands listed Subject lands have been identified as 
on Table L-3.1 through exchange, problem management areas. 
state selection or competitive bid. 
(Total - 23,962.25 acres) An important benefit to be realized as a 

result of implementing this recommendation 
is that BLM could obtain other lands which 
could better meet management objectives and 
goals. 

Section 206 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 authorizes exchanges 
of this type. Section 203 authorizes 
sales. 

. The Statehood Act of' 1886 entitles-the 
State of Utah to select lands in lieu of 
lands lost in the creation of National 
Forests and Parks. 

Selling these parcels would help cut cost 
of government by eliminating unnecessary 
management and ownership of land. . 

Sale of these lands would help pay off part 
of the national debt. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Neqative 

Forest Products (FP-1.4) - Small amounts of fuelwood would be lost from Federal 
ownership. 

Minerals (General) - Lands identified in SLB&M, T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 17, W+, 
SK&SE%, Lot 3 are underlain by a valuable sand and gravel deposit. Currently a 
request is in to purchase this gravel. Disposal of the surface would interfere 
with mining and vise versa. 

Lands identified as SLB&M, T. 16 S., R. 10 E., Section 10, NW%, NJiSW$ contains a 
valuable sand and gravel deposit. A Free Use Permit for this material has been 
issued to Emery County, valid through October 1989. This permit is subject to 
renewal and expansion. Lands in Section 9, N$, are alsg \raluable for sand and 
gravel. Disposal of the surface would interfere with mining and vise versa. 

Note- A:t.+ch additIona sheets, if needed 

‘/t:.:,;,;:,.#,.c se’: rL’,‘t*SC, . Fotrr: 1690-21 (April 15751 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMFP) 
Price River Planninq Are 
Activity 

Lands L-3.1 Paqe 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

Range (RM-1.4) - The following lands surround Olsen Reservoir. Olsen Reservoir is 
a critical source of livestock water. North Olsen Lake Allotment is used in 
rotation with other allotments to reduce the impact of repeated spring grazing. 

T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 33: yi 
T. 16 S., R. 11 E., Section 4 

Section 5: yi, NE% 
Section 8: N% 

(RM-3.1, 3.2) - The following parcels contain riparian communities associated with 
perennial or intermittent streams. Disposal would.result in a loss of valuable 
forage and water resources. 

T. 13 S., R. 12 E., Section 13: SW%SW% 
T. 13 S., R. 13 E., Section 33: SW%NE% 
T. 14 S., R. 7 E., Section 5: Z&SW% 
T. 14 S., R. 15 E., Section 28: E+NE% 
T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 22: WL,NW% 
T. 16 S., R. 10 E., Section 21: W%NE%, wZSE%, N+NW% 

(RM-14) - State exchange could dispose of mountain browse, aspen or riparian 
areas. 

Recreation (General) - Disposal of lands identified as SLB&M, T. 16 S., R. 11 E., 
Section 4, All; Section 5, E$; and Section 8, E& NE%NW% could deprive members of 
the public from using Olsen Reservoir. 

The parcels of public land listed below are located in mule deer and elk summer 
'range for herd unit 27B. Summer range in this herd unit is limiting and therefore, 
is valued as'critical habitat. These parcels are, therefore recommended for exchang 
with lands of equivalent value. Potential development of tar sands in this area 
make consideration of this exchange a high priority. 

Wildlife (WL-1.3, 3.2) - Part A 

T. 12 S.'; R. 12 E., Section 17: !&NE%, &NW% 
Section 19: &NE%, SW%NE% 
Section 20: SW%NE%, W%SE%, SE%SW% 
Section 21: SW%NE% 
Section 29: SE%SE% 
Section 33: SW%, WE% 
Section 35: SE% 

I' 
T. 13 S., R. 13 E., Section 26: SE%SW% 

Section 27: NW%NE% 
Section 33: S&NW% 
Section 35: NW%NE% 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fll..clrirrlion7 on reverse/ Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

l~fi)(i~iver Planning Ar 

-- MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Lands L-3.1 Paqe 3 

Overiay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION I Slev 1 Steo 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

T. 14 S., R. 14 E.p Section 8: SW%SE% 
Section 17: SW%NW%, N%SE% 
Section 24: NW%SW% 
Section 25: NW%NW% 

T. 14 S.. R. 15 E., Section 8: SE%SE% 
Section 28: E%NE% 
Section 33: SE%SW%, N%SE%, SW%SE% 

The parcels of public land listed below includes critical habitat for big game 
wildlife species. These highly productive lands are recommended for exchange with ( 
lands of equivalent value only, with one exception. The last parcel listed (Sectio. 
5) adjoins the Forest Service on two sides. It is recommended that administration 
of the parcel be transferred to the Forest Service. . 

(WL-1.3, 3.2, 5.1) - Part B 

‘T. 12 S., R. 8 E.9 Section 10: NW%NW% 
Section 17: yiNE%, Z&NW% 
Section 18: NE%SE%, NW%NW%, S+N&, &NW% 

T. 13 S., R. 8 E., Section 8: SW%S& 
T. 14 S., R. 7 E.) Section 5: &SW% 

The parcels of public land listed below provide high priority habitat to big game 
species. These parcels are recommended for exchange with lands with equivalent 
values. 

(WL-1.3, 2.2, 3.2, 5.1) - 

T. 12 S., R. 8 E., Section 3: NE%NE% 
Section 9: SE%SW% 

SW%NW% 
Section 27: SE%NE% 
Section 34: Lot 3 

NE%NE% 
Lot 4 

T. 13 S.-, R. 8 E., Section 4: NE%NE% 
Section 8: SW%SE% 
Section 9: N%NE%, SE%NE%, NE%SE% 
Section 10: W%NW% 
Section 16: NW%NE% 
Section 20: NE%NE% 
Section 21: NE%NW% 

T. 13 S., R. 9 E., Section 7: NE%NE% 
Section 11: NE%SW%, W%SE% 
Section 15: NE%NE%, yiNP<, W%NW%, SE% 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f Ius~rrrr~ion.3 on reverse) Form 16co-?i (April I!*-5 



UNITEDSTATES Name IJII:Pt 

DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
,-. BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Price River Planninq Arei 

-' MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 

l-3.1 Paqe 4 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

T. 14 S., R. 8 E., Section 21: SW%SW% 
Section 29: NE%NE% 

T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 21: N%; E&SW%; SE% 
Section 22: NW%NE%; NE%NW%; W%NW%; 
Section 26: W+SW%; SE%SW% 
Section 27: All 
Section 28: NE%; E%NW%; S% 
Section 33: All 
Section 34: All 
Section 35: NW%; N%SW% 

T. 16 S.,; R. 11 E., Section 3: All 
Section 4: All 
Section 5: E%SW% 

T. 16 S., R. 11 E., Section 8: EL,; NE%NW%; &NW%; SW% 
Section 9: WL,NE%; SE%NE%; W$; SE% 
Section 17: N%; SE%SW% 

SW%; SW%SE% 

Section 18: NPGNE%; S%NE%; S&NW%; SL, 
Section 19: All 
Section 20: NE%NW%; Wt,NW%; WL,SW% 
Section 29: WL,NW% 
Section 30: All 
Section 31: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4; W%NE%; E&NW%; NE%SW% 

T. 17 S., R. 10 E., Section 1: N)i; SW% 

Sale or exchange of the parcels of public land listed below, including Olsen 
Reservoir and associated wetland habitat and access, could have significant negative 
impacts to antelope populations using the area. 

(WL-2.3) - 

T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 33: yi 
T. 16 S., R. 11 E., Section 4: All 

Section 5: &; NE% 
Section 8: Nt, 

The parcels of public land listed below contain riparian, wetland habitat associate< 
with perennial or intermittent streams. These lands should not be transferred out 
of federal ownership. The parcel located in T. 14 S., R. 7 E., Section 5, SW%SW% 
adjoins Forest Service. It is recommended that administration of this parcel be 
transferred to the Forest Service. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Insrrrcr-rionr on rr~~rsc) FOG 1 GCIO-2 1 (April 19; 5) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (.UfT1’J 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-.MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

lands l-3.1 Pase 5 
Overlay Rcfcrcnca 

Step 1’ Step 3 

(WL-11.3) - 

T. 13 S., R. 12 E., Section 13: SW&SW% 
T. 13 S., R. 13 E., Section 33: SW%N& 
T. 14 S., R. 7 E., Section 5: SWkSW% 
T. 14 S., R. 15 E., Section 28: EL,NE% 
T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 7: Lot 4, S&SW%, &SE% 

Section 22: W&NW& 
Section 33: yi - Olsen Reservoir 

T. 16 S., R. 10 E., Section 13: E%SW%, SE+ 
Section 21: WsNE&, wt,S&, NbdW$ 
Section 25: All 

T. 16 S., R. 11 E., Section 4: All - Olsen Reservoir 
Section 5: S$, NE& 

-Section 8: N% 
_______--------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~-~~~~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The lands listed below contain a small riparian area which consists of approx- 
imately .l mile of the Price River near Wellington. This is the only conflict with 
their disposal. These lands are also part of a larger isolated tract that has been 
identified as a management problem for several years, particularly in terms of' 
unauthorized dumping. 

T. 15 S., R 11 E., Section 7, Lot 4 40.25 Acres 
SEgSW% 40 Acres 

80.25 Acres 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

;5, p!*wJ~ 
ager, Pri$/River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Illi~r~rr:r~rnc r,t, rc~rY-r.cc) ’ Form 1~.~70-11 (?,;:I: lc17S) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND XANAGEMENT 

Name (.\1/‘f’J 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-‘MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

s ’ -3-m 
Overlay Ruf~r~w.e 

Step 1 s1t.p 3 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The lands listed below are considered to be high priority antelope range; however, 
the antelope population is small and the lands are not often used. This isolated 
parcel has been identified as a management problem for several years, particularly 
from the standpoint of unauthorized grazing and trash dumping. 

T. 17 S., R. 10 E., Section 1, 

Acres 

Lot 
Lot 3 ii 
Lot 4 
Wh 1:: 
SW% 160 

440 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

----------------------~~----~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

DECISION /I 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The following lands contain and surround Olsen Reservoir. The reservoir area is 
critical riparian/wetland habitat for a large number of wildlife species including 
waterfowl, upland game and antelope. The reservoir is also a critical source of 
livestock water. In addition, approximately 1,000 hunter days are spent at or near 
the reservoir each year. 
impact on the wildlife, 

Disposal of the lands would have a significant negative 
range ,and recreation programs. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 /I, .:,,,r;,~,,,c Cl?> re1wrsc) . Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
1:UREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

--MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECGtv%lENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION -. 

dq I -3-l FQ.gLL 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

Acres .P 

T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 33, S% 320 
T. 16 S., R. 11 E., Section 4, All 640 

Section 5, E% 320 
SW% 160 

Section 8, YE% 160 
NE&NW4 40 
&NW& 

1.7;: 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Retain the lands listed above in Federal ownership for the reasons discussed in the 
multiple use analysis. A . 

May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, f+icejRtver Date 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The Salt Lake District has expressed an interest in including the parcel listed 
below in a private exchange with Mr. Funnon Shimmin. There are no known conflicts 
with disposal of the land. 

Acres 

T. 12 S., R. 11 E., Section 35, SE&SW& 40 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but make the proposed Salt Lake District exchange the 
priority means for disposal. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

1 II, . : ,,rr:,l,,,c II,, rrrwr.ccI ’ Form 16Nl-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND FrlANAGE?JENT 

h’crme f.\l/P1’l 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-,MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

DECISION 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The following lands are critical winter range for deer and elk. The Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources has expressed an interest in obtaining title to the lands. 
They have requested acquisition through the R&PP Act. 

Acres 

T. 14 S., R. 8 E., Section 21, SW%SW% 
Section 29, NE&N& ii 

80 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Transfer ownership of the lands to the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources by any 
appropriate means. If UDWR decides not to acquire the lands, they should only.be 
considered for disposal through an exchange where similar value wildlife habitat 
could be obtained. n 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 13 

(LfLhZ4-,~ J-?5zem?AA & /$j$&&i- 
---------c-------- ----- ----------------_----- -- ---w-w------- - -. 

MULTIPLE USE A%ALYSIS 

The following parcel is high priority sumzr range for deer, elk and moose. It is 
isolated from other BLM administered lands but joins the Manti-LaSal National 
Forest on two sides. The Forest Service has expressed an interest in obtaining 
management of the land. 

." 
Acres 

T. 14 S., R. i E., Section 5, S&SW% 80 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

~lt/..:r,,T:,~,,?t 1,)) rP,‘Pr.TrI ’ Form 1600-21 (Aprr! 197’) 



UNITED STATES ’ 
DEPARTMENT OF THE 1NTERIOR 

,. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEXENT 

-MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN z I-3.1 
Overlay Rtfercnce 

Page 9 . 
RECO:VIMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 step 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Transfer management,of the land to the Manti-LaSal National Forest by either an 
administrative agreement or a forest boundary adjustment. 

Area Manager, Pri& River 
May 13, 1983 
Date 

d hW@ A-G -w---m --m-m -c ,--,,,c,, jjge- A :::A A&&&J~3 - m-m -a-- -------e--w------- -- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 
v 

The following lands contain significant amounts of sand and gravel. There are 
either presently permits for the removal of gravel from these lands or applications 
have been received to purchase gravel, Disposal of the surface prior to removal of 
the gravel could interfere with mining and vice versa. The estimated monetary. 
return from the sale of the gravel is expected to exceed the surface value. 

Acres 

T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 17, WQ 320 
SW%SEg 
Lot 3 zi.25 

T. 16 S., R. 10 E., Section 9, N$ 320 
Section 10, NW& 160 

NL,SW% 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Make the lands available for disposal only after the gravel deposits have been 
removed. A 

FF 4t 4 yd/v May 13, 1983 
Area Manage;; Pric# River Date/\ 

IJote: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I,:.. :r,,c-:,I,,1F O?> rrrvrsf-l Form lG’Xb11 (Aprl: 1575) 



UNITED STATES Name (111-f') 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR -Price River Planninq Area 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEh~ENT 

“MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

Activity 

c I -3,l 
Overlay Reference 

PageMl 

step 1 step 3 

DECISION 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The following lands are adjacent to both the Price BLM Yard and the Price City 
Recreation Complex (baseball/softball fields). There is an increasing demand for 
additional ball fields in the Price area. Price City has expressed an interest in 
acquiring the lands to expand the recreation complex. The city is presently planning 
to zone the lands as a Sensitive Area District (SA) which would preclude housing 
development. 

Acres 

T. 14 S., R. 10 E., Section 9, Lot 10 
f Lot 24 z.49 

I Lot 27 .83 
Lot 28 3% 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Make the lands available to Price City for expansion of the recreation complex. If 
Price City does not aquire the lands, they should remain in Federal ownership for 
consistency with city zoning. 

‘~ E"~ 1g83 
--------------------_________L__________------------------------------------------- 

DECISION A 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

There are no known resource conflicts with disposal of the following lands. 
However, disposal, particularly sale, of some of the larger blocks in T. 16 S., 
R. 10 E. would eliminate some small grazing allotments which could have a significant 
negative impact on a few grazing permittees. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I//:rfrr;rrmF (11, rct~rrcr/ F;rm 1600-11 (April 1973) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIlE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

Name fAlf:P) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

ds l-3.1 Page II 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Acres 

T. 12 S., R. 10 E., Section 22, N+SW$ 
T. 12 S., R. 13 E., Section 15, &SW& iti 
T. 13 S., R. 9 E., Section 12, NE&N& 

SWkNEJg ti 
S&W% 80 

Section 13, NE& 160 
T. 13 S., R. 10 E., Section 7, Lot 11 39.88 

E%SW& 80 
Section 8, Lot 4 39.77 
Section 17, yiNW& 

% 3;: 
Section 18, Lot 1 40.22 

Lot 2 40.24 
WEi 80 
&NW% 80 

Section 20, NE&S% 
T. 14 S., R. 12 E., Section 15, W+NWk iti 
T. 15 S., R. 10 E., Section 12, &SE+ 80 

Section 13, Nz, 320 
Section 14, NE+NEt, 40 

- T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 3, SW&SE+ 40 
Section 7, yiSE+ 80 
Section 8, yiSW$ 

T. 15 S., R. 13 E., Section 1, Lot 4 ii.28 

Section 9, NW&NE+ Section 17, NW?$W% :: 
Section 18, N&SE+ 40 

w+sEg 
T. 16 S., R. 9 E., Section 25, S&N& :; 
T. 16 S., R. 10 E., Section 3, Lot 4 35.94 

SW%NW+ 
N+NW%SW% 2 

Section 4, Lot 1 36.05 
Lot 2 36.35 
Lot 3 36.25 i Lot4 36.35 
Nw%SW% 40 
N$NE%S& 

Section 5, NL,SE% iii 
SW% 160 
SW@ E$ 40 

Section 8, N+ 320 
NE%SWk 40 . 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

tl~~slrurlrons on rruerse) 
Nwgswt, 
N%SE$SWk 

Forrr 1600~21 (April 3575) 



,-. 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

Name f.llfJf’l 
Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

-.MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN S L-3.1 Paag 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 S1rp 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

Acres 

NL,SW%SE& 
Section 11, !&NE% 

S%NW% 
SW% 
W$SE% 

Section 14, SE%NE% 
Section 15, &NW% 

SW% 
Section 19, SW%S& 
Section 22, NE&NW% 
Section 27, NE$NE+ 

T. 16 S., R. 14 E., Section 3, Lot 2 
Section 9, SW%NE& 

T. 17 S., R. 9 E., Section 1, Lot 4 
&NW& 

T. 20 S., R. 15 E., Section 36, Lot 5 
T. 20 S., R. 16 E., Section 19, NE&N& 

SE%NE% 
T. 21 S., R. 16 E., Section 4, Lot 5 

Section 5, Lot 1 
Lot 2 
Lot 3 
Lot 4 
Lot 5 
Lot 6 . 
Lot 8 
Lot 10 
Lot 11 
Lot 12 
Lot 14 
Lot 16 

Section 16, SE&NE% 
Total 

ii 

1:: 
80 
40 

1:: 

ti 
40 
28.07 
,40 
40.68 
80 
39.27 

1: 
40 
11.32 
11.40 
11.48 
11.56 
40 

40 
4,895.ll 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, 

Note: Attach bdditional sheets, if needed 

‘Ifii:rlrC:ll#l/c <,I, rc, ,‘ICC I Fez 1600-21 (Apri! 14:5j 



/ , 

T. 12 S., R. 8 E., Section 3, Lot 1 
Section. 9, SW%NW% 

SE%SW% 
Section 10, NW%NW% 
Section 17, S$NE% 

&NW% 
Section 18, S%NE% 

NW%NW% 
&NW% 
NE%SE% 

Section 27, SE%NE% 
Section 34, Lot 3 

Lot 4 
NE%NEt, 

T. 12 S., R. 12 E., Section 17, &NE% 
E%NW% 

Section 19, E%NE% 
SW%NE% 

Section 20, SW%NE% 
SE%SW% 
WQSE% 

Section 21, SW%NE% 
Section 29, SE%SE% 
Section 33, SW% 

W%SE% 
Section 35, SE% 

T. I3 S., R. 8 E., Section 4, NE%NE% 
Section 8, SW%SE% 
Section 9, N%NE% 

SE%NE% 
NE%SE% 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

_ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DEClSlDIj 

Name f.Ul;l’) 
Price River Planninq Area 

Activity 

ds I -3-l 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 
DECISION 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The lands listed below have all been identified as critical or high priority 
habitat for deer, elk and sage grouse at some time during the year. Some of the 
lands also contain small riparian areas. However, most of these lands are small 
isolated tracts that are difficult to manage. 

Acres 

. 40 
40 

ti 

ii: 

4800 

ii 

ii.75 
40.48 

ii 
80 

8": 
40 
40 

:: 

146: 

1:; 
40 
40 

4": 
40 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

s I ,,.r :r,/.-:,r,,:t r,,2 rrc*rr.cc’l . Form 1600-21 (.4p-I’ 1 cT?’ . . 



,- 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIrE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION’ 

/ 
I 

._ 

,/-- 

(L-3.1 Continued) Acres 

I - 
Name f \11:1’1 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

l-3.1 
Overlay Refercncv 

pa- 
Step 1 S1L.P 3 

--L-e 

Section 10, W+NWg 
Section 16, NW%NEg 
Section 20, NE%NE$ 
Section 21, NE&NW+ 

T. 13 S., R. 9 E., Section 7, E$NE% 
Section 11, NE% 

SW% 
WQSEg 

Section 14, Z&NE% 
NW% 
N+SW$ 
SW%SW% 
SE% 

Section 15, NE&N& 
!&NE& 
W%NWL, 
SE% 

T. 13 S., R. 12 E., Section 13, SW&SW% 
T. 13 S., R. 13 E., Section 26, SW%N& 

SE&NW& 
SW%SEg 

Section 27, NW%NE+ 
Section 33, SW%NW% 
Section 35, NW$NEL, 

T. 14 S., R. 14 E., Section 8, SW&SE+ 
Section 17, SWkNWk 

NI/,SE% 
Section 24, NW%SW% 
Section 25, NW&NW% 

T. 14 S., R. 15 E., Section 8, SE&S& 
Section 28, E%N& 
Section 33, SE%SW% 

N$SE+ 
SW&SE)-, 

T. 15 S.,-R. 14 E., Section 7, &NE% 
NE&SE% 
E$NW%SE$ 
E)iSW%S& 
E+SE!g 

Section 8, Lot 5 
Lot 6 
Lot 7 
SW&NE% 
SE+NW% 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

E/i 
40 
40 

1:: 
160 
80 

1:: 
80 

1:: 

.i 

1:: 
40 

i8 

ii 

1: 
40 

t: 
40 

4": 

Eli 

:x 

ix 
20 
20 

i; 65 
38: 09 
38.52 

ii 

‘If;~:rl/r:rrl/lF ,,,I rC,~CirZC, ‘. Form lV?O-21 (April 19;Si 



. 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
~~COMMENDATlOh’-ANALYSIS-DECISLON. 

c I -3.1 
Overlay Reference 

P&Cptfi 
Step 1 step 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) Acres 

EL,SW+ 80 
NW@& 40 

Section 17, Lot 1 38.90 
W+NE& 80 
E&NW& 80 

Section 20, SWkNEk 40 
Total 5,034.39 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation in part, but modify it as follows: 

The lands should only be considered for disposal through exchanges where 
similar value wildlife habitat could be obtained. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The lands listed below contain a small riparian area that provides wildlife habitat 
and livestock water and forage. Disposal of the riparian area would not have a 
significant impact on the wildlife and range programs. Disposal could have some 
impact on the livestock operator that uses the area as a water source. 

Acres 

T. 16 S.,-R. 10 E., Section 21, W%NE% 80 
N&NW% 80 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘ll,.~~!r/rr/r~,r?c rrr, ,Cl’PlSP, 
- 

Forr IbrlO-21 (Apr:! 1075‘1 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

_. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-CECISION 

Name INFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

lands 1-3.1 PU 
Overlay Reference 

Steo 1 Steo 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION . 

Accept the recommendation. 

p?Q (L&L 
Prick River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

f 

The lands listed below consist of two large blocks of land that have only limited 
resource values. They do, however, support a small antelope herd and contain small 
riparian areas along Miller Creek, the Price River and Washboard and Mathis Washes. 
Disposal, particularly sale, of these lands would eliminate some small grazing 
allotments which could have a significant negative impact on a few grazing permittees 
Considering the size of these areas, it is doubtful that all of them could all be 
sold at one time. Sales of small parcels within these blocks would result in a 
larger management problem than presently exists. Carbon County plans to encourage 
future industrial development in the Miller Creek area south of Wellington. The 
northern portion of these lands falls within that area. 

Acres 

. Section 33, 2 
i’ Section 34, All 

T. 15 S., R. 11 E., Section 21, NQ 
EkSW+ 
SE% 

Section 22, NW%NE$ 
NEL,NW% 
W$NW% 
SW% 
sw%SE& 

Section 26, W+SW% 
SE&SW% 

Section 27, All 
Section 28, NE% 

EkNWL, 

320 

1:: 

iii 

1:: 
40 
80 

6:: 
160 
80 

320 
320 
640 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f In.i?rrrrlions on rerperst-) Form 1600-21 (April 1575) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DEClSlOti 

(L-3.1 Continued) Acres 

Section 35, NW% 
N$SW% 

T. 16 S., R. 10 E., Section 13, SE% 
&NE% 
E$NW% 
E+SW% 
NW%SW% 

Section 15, SE%SE% 
Section 22, E+NE% 
Section 23, &NE% 

W$NW% 
SW%NW% 
% 

Section 24, All 
Section 25, All 
Section 26, NE% 

Nt,NW% 
w+s Et% 

T. 16 S., R. 11 E., Section 3, All 
Section 8, yi 
Section 9, Wt,NE% 

SE%NE+ 
WJ5 
SE% 

Section 17, Nt, 
SE&SW% 

Section 18, NE%NE% 
SI-,NE% 
.&NW% 

Section 19, Z/l 
Section 20, NE%NW% 

WL,NW% 
Wlr,SW% 

Section 29, W+NW% 
Section 30, All 
Section 31, Lot 1 

Lot 2 
Lot 3 
W+NE% 
E+NW% 
NE%SW% 

160 

1:; ' 

ii 

4": 
40 
80 
80 
80 

.40 
320 
640 
640 
160 
80 

6:: 
320 

80 

3;: 
160 
320 

ti 

ii 
320 
640 

40 
80 

ii 
640 

34.50 
34.70 
34.90 
80 
80 
40 

Total 10,424.10 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

8 I~J.~~wcII~II~.~ 092 rcf*ersei Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

ea 

_ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation in principle but modify it as follows: 

Do not offer any of these lands for sale. Sell only parcels on the outer 
edges of the large blocks if applications are received. Encourage the State 
of Utah to acquire the lands through in lieu selection or exchange. 

4 E:,'"* 1g83 
---------_------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note; Attach additional sheets, if needed 

rll,.~?rIrrlrrll?r *?I rcwrscl Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTA-iES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f,Vi-‘I'l 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

l-3.1 Paae 19 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(L-3.1 Continued) 

TABLE L-3.1 

Township 

12s 

Range Section 

8E 3 
9 

18 

27 
34 

12s 10E 22 

12s 11E 35 

12s 12E 17 

19 

20 

21 
29 
33 

_ . 35 

12s 13E 15 

13s 8E 4 
8 
9 

10 
16 
20 

Subdivision Acreaqe 

Lot 1 
sw$Nw% 
SE$iSW+ 
NWkNW+ 
WE% 
Z&NW& 
!&NE% 
NWL,NW$ 
Z&NW+ 
N&SE36 
S&N& 
Lot 3 
Lot 4 
N&N& 

40 
40 
40 
40 
80 
80 
80 
40 

ii 
40 
40.75 
40.48 
40 

NL,SWL, 80 

S&SW% 40 

Z&NE& '. 
Et,NW% 
&NE+ 
SW&N& 
SW&N& 
SEgN% 
ww% 
SW%N& 
SE&S& 
SW% 
W$S& 
S& 

80 

ii 
.g@ L/3 
40 
40 
80 
40 

1:: 

1:: 

z&SW% 80 

N&NE% 
SW+SE% 
N3-,N E!ii 
SE%NE% 
NE?&& 
W$NW%j 
NW%NE& 
NE%NEL, 

40 
40 

Tl"o 
40 
80 
40 
40 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fiJ,SJIJr~lJOJX OTJ WtTrSe) Form 1690-21 iAr,rll 19;jJ 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECtSlON 

(Table L-3.1 Continued) 

21 

13s 9E 
1; 

12 

13 
14 

15 

13s 10E 7 

8 
17 

18 

20 

13s 12E 13 

13s .13E 26 

27 

3: 

14s 7E 5 %SW% 

14s 8E 21 
/' 

c 
29 

Name (rVF/‘) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

Lands L-3.1 Paqe 20 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

NE&NW% 40 

E%NE& ' 
NE% 
9% 
w+s E$ 
NE&NE% 
SW&N& 

ZW" 
$Er, 
NW% 
N%SW% 
sw%SW% 
=% 
NE&N& 
S+NEg 
W3-,NW& 
SE% 

Lot 11 
E%SW% 
Lot 4 

YWL 
Lh 1 
Lot 2 
WE34 
E+NW% 
NE&$& 

sw%sw% 

SW%NE& 
SE&NW% 
sw%S& 
NW%NEL, 
SWkNWk 
NW&NE% 

40 
40 
40 

ii 
40 

SW%SW% 40 
NE%NE% 40 

40 
160 
160 
80 
40 
40 
80 

160 
80 

160 
80 
40 

160 _ 

iii"0 
80 

160 

39.88 
80 
39.77 

3;: 
40.22 
40.24 
80 
80 
40 

40 

80 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(f~~rrr:~rr~f~f~s on rcmrsej Fem. i 6W- 1 (.4p:i: lC7Ij 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(Table L-3.1 Continued) 

14s 

14s 

14s 

14s 

15s 

15s 

10E 19 

12E 15 

14E 
1; 

15E 8 

5; 

10E 
-< ;3' 

14 

11E 
7" 

21 

. 

22 

26 

27 
28 

Lot 10 5 
Lot 24 2.49 
Lot 27 .83 
Lot 28 .83 

W$NW$ 80 

SW%S & 
SW%NWL, 
N5-,SE+ 
Nw%sw% 
Nw%Nw% 

40 
40 
-.- 
t; 
40 

SE&S& 40 
E+N& . $80 
SE+SW% 40 
RX% 80 
SW%SEg 40 

%S& 
Nli 
NE&N& 

3:: 
40 

sw%S& 
Lot 4 
SEgiw% 
WE% 
yiswg 
WL, 
SW%=% 
Lot 3 
Nt, 
&SW% 
SE% . 
NW%N& 
NE%NW% 
W$NWL, 
SW% 
SW~S Eg 
WqiW% 
SE&SW% 
All 
NE% 
E'/,NW% 
P 2 

40 
40.25 
40 
80 
80 

320 
40 
39.25 

320 

168: 
40 
40 
80 

160 
40 
80 

6:: 
160 

80 
320 

Name (Ili:P) 

P>ice River Planninq Area 
Activity 

s I-3.1 
Overlay Reference 

Page 32 

Step 1 Step 3 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/JJSJrJlCliWJS 0,J rrJwrseJ For- IGOb-Zi !~prll lST.ij 



UNITEDSTATES 

,/' .' DEPARTMENTOFTHElNTERlOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

- 

(Table L-3.1 Continued) 

33 

iii 

15s 13E 
ii 

:li 

15s 14E 7 

8 

17 

20 

so\A --T 16s 9E 25 

16s 10E 3 

4 

5 

; 8 

All 640 
All 640 
NW% 160 
N&SW% 80 

Lot 4 
NW%NE+ 
Nw%SW% 
NE&SE+ 
W&S& 

40.28 

ii 
40 
80 

&NE& ' 
NE&S& ' 
E+NW%S& ' 
E+SWkSE+ 
ESS& 
Lot 5 
Lot 6 
Lot 7 
SW&NE% 
SE&NW% 
E+SW% 
Nw%SE+ 
Lot 1 
WL,NE'& 
EL,NW% 
SW%jNE& 

80 
40 

Ei 
80 
37.65 
38.09 
38.52 

4"; 
80 
40 
38.90 
80 

4"; 

SE&N& 40 

Name f~AlFP) 

Pr'ice River Planning Area 
Activity 

ds l-3.1 Paae 22 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Lot4. 
SW&NW% 
NSNW%SWk 
Lot 1 
Lot 2 
Lot 3 
Lot 4 

, NW&SW% 
N%N&SE% 
N%S E% , 

Z&j 
N% 
NE$SW%j 
Nw%SW?$ 

35.94 
40 
20 
36.05 
36.35 
36.25 
36.35 
40 

ii 
160 

40 
320 

40 
40 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIusJtl~clJO~‘i on rr1,rrse) Forr. 1600-21 (April 1975) 



(Table L-3.1 Continued) 

NL,SEkSW& 
NL,SW%SE& 

9 N% 
10 NW% 

N+SW& 
11 S+N& 

&NW& 
SW% 
W$SE& 

13 &NE% 
E+NW$ 
NW&SW+ 
E$SWk 

J!g, 
SE% 
S&NE&j 

- 15 SJ-NW& 

F&E% 
sa,\J 4 19 SW;9& 

21 Wt,NEk 
N$NW% 
NW&SE& 

22 EL,NEk 
NE&NW+ 

23 WE%. 
W+NW% 
SW&NW% 

UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

--MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

24 
25 
26 

27 

16s 11E 
i 
5 

8 

sli 
All 

Name (NFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

Lands L-3.1 Page 23 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

20 
20 

320 
160 
-80 
80 
80 

160 
80 
80 

io" 
80 

160 
40-- 

1:: j _ 
40 
40 
80 
80 
40 
80 
40 
80 
80 

3;: 
640 

All 640 
NE% 160 
N%NW+ 80 
WE36 80 
NE&NE+ 40 

All 640 
All 640 
& 320 
SW% 160 
EL, 320 
NE&NW% 40 
&NW* 80 
SW% 160 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Ir,.~:ntrlrons on rewrse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975j 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name IEIFPI 
a 

- MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(Table L-3.1 Continued) 

9 

17 

18 

f90 
31 

16s 14E 
ii 

17s 9E 1 

17s 1OE 1 

20s 15E 36 

20s 16E 19 

21s 16E ' 4 
5 

W+NE$ 
SE&NE% 
W35 

;F 
s&sw%j 
NE%NEk 
Z&NE& 
&NW% 

21 
N&NW& 
WI-,NWL, 
wL,.swg ( 
W&NW% 
All 
Lot 1 
Lot 2 
Lot 3 
W%NE$ 
E+NW% 
NE%SW$j 

Lot 2 28.07 
SW%NE% 40 

Lot 4 40.68 
Z&NW& 80 

Lot 2 
Lot 3 
Lot 4 
RN4 
SW% 

Lot 5 

NE&N& 
SE%NE% 

Lot 5 40 
Lot 1 11.32 
Lot 2 11.40 
Lot 3 11.48 
Lot 4 11.56 

80 

3:: 
160 
320 

40 
40 

El 
320 
640 

40 
80 
80 

6:: 
34.50 
34.70 
34.90 
80 
80 
40 

40 
40 

1:: 
160 

39.27 

40 
40 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstrrrrtions on revcrsej Fom 1600-21 iApr11 14;s) 



/- 

J 

UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION’ 

(Table L-3.1 Continued) 

Lot 5 
Lot 6 
Lot 8 
Lot 10 
Lot 11 
Lot 12 

Name IMFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

Lands L-3.1 Page 75 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Lot 14 
Lot 16 
SE%NE% 

Total 

40 
40 

1: 
40 
40 

4”: 
40 

23,962.25 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~ltl.c:rIIrll~lltF on rPl*Cr.~C) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARThlENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Provide public lands for communication site development. 

Rationale: 

Name fMFPI 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

l-4 

Communication site rights-of-way are in demand in the planning area because of the 
remoteness and limited site availability. 

Some of the highest points which would best serve communication needs are located 
on public lands. 

Problems which could be expected are a proliferation of communication facilities on 
mountain top locations and the need to upgrade electrical service to these sites as 
more facilities are allowed. 

Opportunities to be realized include better communication services for local 
residents. 

Title V, Section 501(a)(5) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
authorizes such uses. 

__. 
(Instruclions on reverse) Forrr: 1600-20 (April 19Tj) 
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WITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-- 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name INFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Lands L-4.1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 SleD 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Grant communication site rights-of- These locations are two of the highest 
way on Cedar Mountain, Bruin Point points on public lands, offering an 
that are compatible with existing ideal setting for communication equip- 
uses and users. The sites are ment. 
listed below: 

T. 19 S., R. 12 E. 

Sec. 7, 8, 18 

T. 13 S., R. 14 E. 

Sec. 33 

. 

Cedar Mountain is accessible year-round 
for installation and maintenance of 
communication equipment. 

Several acceptable sites are available 
which could be utilized without environ- 
mental or technical problems. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impacts 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

There is a continuing demand for use of these areas as communication sites. Since 
there are no conflicts with this use, the Bureau should continue to provide for a 
beneficial use of public land. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

_--___----------------------------------~-------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Q 

2, /r7g3- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I,?slrrrffro?:~ OR rcrvrsrl 
-e 

Form 1503-21 iAp;il 1575 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MhAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity . 

Lands 
Objective Number 

Objective: 

Designate public lands for use as right-of-way corridors. 

Rationale: 

Section 503 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 states that in 
order to minimize adverse environmental impacts and the proliferation of separate 
rights-of-way, the utilization of rights-of-way in common shall be required to the 
extent possible. 

As pointed out in the planning area analysis the regional trend is energy demand. 
This demand has launched the construction of a number of power plants and transmis- 
sion facilities. The trend is expected to continue. In view of this, several 
transmission lines right-of-way applications are expected which could be accommodatel 
in a common corridor. 

' . . . 
Opportunities to be realized are that the planning efforts for utility corridors 
would be a joint venture by Federal, State and interstate planners, therefore 
insuring the best possible routes with minimal adverse environmental impacts. 

Other positive benefits are that time delays and costs could be substantially 
reduced in processing these cases. 

- -- 
.(lnstrucfions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

Name t.VI’PJ 

-Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

t-5.1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Designate the areas shown on Overlay These areas would offer minimal constraints 
L-5.1 as priority areas for future including, but not limited to, topographic 
placement of pipelines, powerlines, barriers, wilderness areas, areas of criti- 
telephone lines or other linear cal habitat, etc. 
facilities. . 

In many instances, these areas are being 
used for linear rights-of-way without major 
problems. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impact 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS ' 
,,p, 

With continued energy development in the resource area, the&@s constant need for 
linear rights-of-way. To mitigate possible future impacts, $riority areas for 
these uses should be designated. '. 4 . . 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. A 

Area Manager, 
May 13, 1983 

Pri&e/River Date 
------------------_---------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Il1s/r:Ic:lw?~ on rcr’rrsc) F or= 1600-21 (April lGi5) 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

HISTORY 

In 1973 the U.S. Department of Interior (USDI) published a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement on the Federal Upland Oil and Gas Leasing Program. The 
proposed action was to lease Federal Lands for production of oil and natural 
gas resources. Alternatives included the "no action" alternative. To make 
specific environmental analysis in Utah and to supplement that impact 
statement and environmental analysis, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), in 
Utah, produced a series of high intensity Environmental Assessments for each 
district in 1974-75. 

As a result of that analysis which involved months of public participation 
from all interested parties, a category system for leasing was developed. In 
the system, all public and Forest Service lands were categorized into four 
groups: (1) Open to leasing with standard "open ended" lease stipulations, 
(2) Special Sitpulations category with specific stipulations attached to the 
lease for special concerns (e.g., critical deer winter range), (3) No Surface 
Occupancy category where other resource values were intolerant of surface 
disturbance, thus requiring petroleum development through directional 
drilling, and (4) Suspended or No Lease category in which the highly critical 
nature of the other resources values outweight the value of oil and gas 
resources which cannot be extracted through directional drilling other than in 
exceptional instances. This system of categories was the "preferred alterna- 
tive" selected, although not stated as such in the district-wide environmental 
assessments. 

This latest volume of environmental analysis is a supplement to the 1974-75 
effort in the Moab District. The action of this analysis is the addition of 
oil and gas potential and cummulative impacts within the original proposed 
action and alternatives. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 USC 185) and the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (PL 94-579) firmly established oil and gas 
leasing and development as a desirable multiple use of public lands. 

The Arab oil embargo of 1974 brought into sharp focus the industrial world's 
dependence on foreign oil. The occurrence prompted then President Nixon to 
initiate "Project Independence" to make the United States energy independent 
by the end of the decade. Subsequent presidents have reiterated the need for 
increased domestic oil and gas production. 
"moral equivalent of war." 

President Carter equated it to the 

This EA supplement examines oil and gas potential and analyzes the cummulative 
impacts under a reasonably forseeable development scenario in the PRRA so that 
the lands in the planning area may be leased under the Federal Minerals 
Leasing Act of 1920 as amended. 
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To avoid excessive volume, this environmental assessment (EA) is “tiered" on 
the earlier EAs done for the Moab District. The reader is referred to these 
earlier EAs for additional background material, especially on describing the 
existing environment, as nothing has changed since 1975. 

The Price River Management Framework Plan Supplement (August 13, 1984) 
recommends leasing for oil and gas. 

II. PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

The proposed action would be to address the oil and gas potential in the 
resource area and analyze the cummulative impacts under oil and gas explora- 
tion and development. Since no category changes will be made, the no action 
alternative will be the same as the proposed action. 

Activities 

For description of the various activities associated with oil and gas 
exploration and development, see the 1975 Price District Oil and Gas EAR. 

In summary, oil and gas drilling requires construction of an access road and a 
well pad with pits for the drilling rig. Unsuccessful wells are plugged and 
abandoned while productive wells have production facilities installed with the 
hydrocarbons being trucked or piped offsite. Seismic activity consists of 
exploding charges in shallow drill holes or on stakes or vibrating or thumping 
the ground with machines. The vibrations are picked up by an array of 
geophones and recorded. 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that 5 oil and gas wells per year would be drilled between 1988 
and 2000 and that each well pad and associated access road and other activi- 
ties would disturb a total of 5 acres. It was further assumed that 12 of the 
60 wells would be productive occurring mostly in high potential areas while 
the remaining 48 wells would be abandoned and reclaimed and that reclamation 
would be successful, with a cover of native grasses and shrubs within 5 
years. For analysis purposes, it was assumed that 1 of the 5 wells drilled 
each year would become producers, with production beginning the following year. 

Producing wells are assumed to produce 600 barrels of petroleum and 30,000 MCF 
(thousand cubic feet) of natural gas per year. It is assumed that annual 
production would increase by 7,200 barrels of petroleum and 360,000 MCF of 
natural gas by the year 2000. 

It was assumed that 50 miles of geophysical line would -be run each year which 
would be equivalent to 60 acres of surface disturbance per year. It was 
assumed that 35 miles per year (45 acres) would be reclaimed with a cover of 
grasses and shrubs within.5 years, 5 miles per year (6 acres) would not 
require reclamation, while the remaining 10 miles per year (12 acres) would 
not be reclaimed due to continued use, rock outcrop or unsuccessful reclama- 
tion. 
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Standard Operating Procedures 

The following procedures are mitigation measures currently applied to 
development activities and other uses in the planning area. These are 
standard operating procedures. 

Soils 

Mitigation measures are placed on all surface-disturbing actions to protect 
watersheds and prevent offsite sedimentation and salinity within surface 
watercourses. Operations or facilities will be located so as to reduce 
erosion and improve the opportunity for revegetation. 

In order to minimize watershed damage during wet or muddy periods, BLM may 
prohibit access, grading, exploration, drilling, development, or other 
activity. BLM may limit cross-country travel or construction activity at 
times when soils are dry or frozen or have snow cover. BLM will determine 
what is "wet, ' "muddy" or "frozen" based on weather and field conditions at 
the time. The limitation does not apply to maintenance and operation of 
producing wells or mines. 

During project construction, surface disturbance and vehicle travel will be 
limited to the approved location and access routes. Any additional area 
needed must be approved by BLM prior to use. 

Water bars will be constructed on road grades or slopes, if required by BLM. 

Reserve pits for oil and gas drilling operations may be required to be lined 
with commercial-grade bentonite or plastic liners sufficient to prevent 
seepage. At least half of the capacity will be in a cut. 

No oil, lubricants, or toxic substances may be drained onto the ground surface. 

Construction and development are to be avoided where possible in areas with 
the following characteristics: slopes in excess of 10 percent, soils high in 
clay content, and soils high in salt or gypsum content. These areas are 
subject to erosion and difficult to revegetate. BLM will determine whether 
soils within a project area meet these criteria. 

New roads will be constructed so as to avoid these areas where possible. 
Where roads must be-allowed, new roads will be graded to spread drainage 
instead of channeling runoff. No road grades in excess of 15 percent will be 
allowed. No surface disturbance from vehicle chains or leads will be allowed 
on slopes greater than 15 percent. No vehicle access will be allowed across 
slopes in excess of 25 percent. 

Vegetation manipulation techniques on slopes greater than 10 percent will be 
limited to chemical treatments and broadcast seedings. Chainings, railings, 
or other surface-disturbing methods will not be allowed. 
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Water -- 

Existing fords will be used for drainage crossings where possible. Low-water 
crossings will use a cut-and-fill process or upgrade existing crossings unless 
use of culverts is specifically authorized. 

Bridges and culverts will allow adequate fish passage where applicable. 
Take-down (or free-floating) panels or water gates will be installed on all 
fences that cross intermittent or perennial stream channels. 

Drill holes will be sealed, plugged, and capped in accordance with BLM and 
state standards. 

No vibroseis, drilling, or blasting will be allowed within 0.25 mile of any 
spring or water well. Powder magazines will be located at least 0.25 mile 
from regularly traveled roads and out of sight from the roads. 

For construction projects lasting more than 30 days, portable chemical toilets 
will be provided at all staging areas, bases of operations, and storage areas. 

Soaps, detergents, or other nondegradable foreign substances will not be used 
for washing in streams or rivers. Biodegradable soap may be used. 

Prior to the use of insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, rodenticides, and 
other similar substances, an operator must obtain from BLM approval of a 
written plan. The plan must describe the type and quantity of material to be 
used, the pest to be controlled, the method of application, the location for 
storage and disposal of containers, and other information that BLM may 
require. A pesticide may be used only in accordance with its registered uses 
and within other agency limitations. Pesticides must not be permantely stored 
on public lands. 

If facilities authorized for construction use polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs), such use must be in a totally enclosed manner in accordance with 
provisions of 40 CFR Part 761. Additionally, any release of PCBs (leaks, 
spills, etc.) in excess of the reportable quantity must be reported as 
required by 40 CFR Part 117. 

Vegetation 

Vegetation removal necessitated by a construction project will be confined to 
the limits of actual construction. Removed vegetation will be burned, 
stockpiled for use in reclamation, or removed from the construction site at 
the direction of BLM. 

Reclamation will start immediately upon completion of the project, unless 
prevented by weather conditions. Disturbed areas will be restored to 
approximately the original contour. 
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The stockpiled topsoil will be spread evenly over the recontoured area. All 
disturbed areas and vehicle tracks from overland access will be ripped 4 to 12 
inches deep with the contour. 

Reseeding will be done from October 1 to November 15 and from February 1 to 
March 30. The seed mix will be prescribed by BLM. The area will be reseeded 
with a mixture of native and exotic species tailored to a specific ecological 
site (not a standard seed mixture). An adventive species may be included as a 
nurse crop or as a ground cover to control erosion, when approved in advance 
by BLM. 

Seed may be drilled or broadcast, as approved by BLM. Where broadcast seeding 
is used, seeding will take place after the soil surface is recontoured and 
scarified. A harrow or similar implement will be dragged over the area to 
assure seed cover. 

On all cut slopes, the seeding must extend from the bottom of the ditch to the 
top of the cut slope. On embankment slopes, the seeding must extend from the 
roadway shoulder to the toe of the slope. Seeding will also be done on all 
borrow pit areas and on all sidecast slopes in areas of full bench construc- 
tion. 

BLM may require a reclamation bond. Revegetation must be successfully 
established within 5 years after project completion for release of the bond. 

Woodland products may be harvested only in designated areas. During 
fire-closure periods, woodcutters using a chain saw will carry shovels and 
attempt to prevent or control any fire that may result from their cutting 
operations. 

During other types of activities, living trees must not be cut or otherwise 
damaged unless authorized by BLM. 

Precautions must be taken at all times to prevent wildfire. Public land users 
will be held responsible for suppression costs for any fires on public lands 
caused through negligence. No burning of debris will be allowed without 
specific authorization from BLM. 

For cooking, the use of small campstoves is recommended. Campfires must be 
kept to a minimum size and utilize only downed dead wood. 

Wild Horse and Burros 

No water source in a wild horse or burro area will be fenced or otherwise made 
inaccessible to wild horses or burros, except guzzlers constructed for 
wildlife. 

No established wild horse or burro trail will be fenced, nor will any 
barricade be established that would restrict wild horse or burro movement 
along that trail, without authorization from BLM. 
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Livestock Grazing 

Range management facilities, such as fences, wells, reservoirs, and other 
improvements, must not be disturbed without prior approval of BLM. Where 
disturbance is necessary, the operator will return the facility to its 
original condition. 

Newly constructed range improvements such as fences and reservoirs must meet 
BLM standards. When it is necessary to gain access across a fenceline for 
construction purposes, the fence must be braced. Four-inch timber or 
equivalent must be installed and the gateway kept closed when not in actual 
use. All gates found closed during the course of the operation must be 
reclosed after each passage of equipment and crew members. A cattleguard may 
be required on main travel routes. 

If road construction cuts through natural topography that serves as a 
livestock barrier, a fence must be constructed. 

Drilling pits will be fenced upon completion of drilling operations, unless 
the pit is immediately filled in. 

Cultural Resources 

All areas subject to surface disturbance or rehabilitation that have not been 
previously inventoried for cultural resources must be inventoried prior to 
starting the activity. Both direct and indirect damage will be avoided to the 
extent possible without curtailing valid rights. 

Cultural resources will be evaluated under existing federal laws and regula- 
tions. Consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation will occur wherever mandated. 

Surface disturbance will be allowed only after cultural resource management 
objectives are met. All sites will be avoided or mitigated in keeping with 
the specific management objectives assigned. Disturbance to or loss of any 
cultural property to the extent that the specific cultural resource management 
objective cannot be met is considered to be unnecessary and undue degradation 
and will not be allowed, regardless of the casual activity. 

The following special management conditions are needed to achieve cultural 
resource management-objectives: 

- All sites managed for conservation must be avoided and protected from 
natural and human-caused deterioration. They are closed to conflicting 
uses. They remain under protective management until all similar sites not 
managed for conservation are used and technology used in archaeology has 
developed to such a state that their use would make a major contribution 
to archaeological study of the area. 
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- Sites managed. for public values must first have their information 
potential recovered through appropriate study guided by an approved 
research design to provide information for interpretation. 

- All other sites are managed for their information potential; they must be 
avoided until their potential is collected through appropriate study 
guided by an approved research design. 

Visual Resources 

BLM may require semipermanent and permanent facilities to be painted to blend 
with the natural surroundings. 

Road construction must meet BLM class III standards, which may be reviewed at 
BLM resource area or district offices. 

With BLM approval, existing roads or trails may be improved (bladed) if 
impassable by vehicles or equipment. No widening or realignment will be 
allowed unless aproved by BLM. Existing trails may have to be reclaimed or 
brought back to original conditions. 

New trails may be constructed only when vehicle and equipment passage is 
impossible, and only with the concurrence of BLM. There will be no straight 
line-of-sight bulldozing. Any path dozed through a timbered area will take a 
zig-zag path. Any pushed trees are to be readily retrievable without 
additional disturbance, if needed for reclamation, 

Upon completion of the project, the area and access routes will be reclaimed 
to as near the original condition as possible. 

All disturbed areas will be recontoured to blend as nearly as possible with 
the natural topography. All berms will be removed and all cuts (including 
roads) filled. 

Drill hole cuttings will be placed down the hole, and any remaining cuttings 
will be buried at the drill hole location. 

Construction areas and access roads will be kept litter-free. The operator 
must provide a trash pit or trash cage. If a trash pit is used it will be dug 
at least 6 feet into solid undisturbed material near the project. It will be 
totally enclosed with a fine wire mesh prior to construction operations. 
Immediately uponcompletion of a construction project, all trash and debris 
will be collected from the location and surrounding area, placed in the trash 
pit, compacted, and buried under at least 2 feet of compac ted soil. 

For other types of activities, trash will be collected and contained during 
the operation. All garbage, trash, flagg ing, lath, etc. w ill be removed from 
the area and hauled to an authorized dump site. 
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Wildlife - 

Known raptor nest sites in the Price River Resource Area (PRRA) will be 
protected. Permitted activities within 0.5 mile of active nest sites (these 
have not been mapped and may vary in location from year to year) will be 
restricted during the nesting season (February 15 to June 15 annually). 

Endangered Species 

All surface-disturbing activities, will require a clearance to ensure 
protection of threatened or endangered (T/E) species. 

Under the Endangered Species Act, no actions will be allowed thay may 
jepordize the continued existance of Threatened or Endangered plant species, 
or proposed plant species. Candidate species and Sensitive species (as 
designated by the State Director) will be managed to ensure that authorized 
actions do not contribute to the need to list these species. State listed 
species will be managed in cooperation with the State to achieve their 
management objectives, as authorized by the Sikes Act. 

Fire 

All wildfires endangering life or property will be suppressed. Where 
conditions warrant, a fire rehabilitation plan will be developed and 
implemented, using native or exotic species. 

III. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

resource 

The geologic framework of the Resource Area, including a brief discussion on 
tectonic history, structure and stratigraphy, is presented in URA Step II. A 
discussion of oil/gas occurrences and fields accompanied by a table of 
producing, shut-in and abandoned wells is also presented. The discussion of 
each field includes production statistics through 1980 and a short section of 
the conditions conducive to production. Overlays identifying the location of 
wells and fields are available as part of the URA. 

Formations within the Resource Area that are productive in or near the 
Resource Area include the following: Green River, Wasatch, Price River, 
Ferron member of the Mancos, Cedar Mountain, Entrada, Navajo, Moenkopi, 
Coconino and Hermosa. However, producible oil/gas are found only where a 
number of essential-elements coexist; namely, a petroleum source, porous and 
permeable rock and a trap. The amount of petroleum available, the size of the 
reservoir and its porosity/permeability determine the quantity of producible 
oil/gas in a trap. Also, some of the above mentioned formations are absent in 
any particular area due to lack of deposition or erosion. 

The influence of the geologic structure in the area, extensive erosion and 
variability in the thickness of formations cause a wide variation in the total 
thickness of sedimentary rocks in the Resource Area. Of the wells that have 
penetrated to Pre-Cambriam rock, a well in T. 15 S., R. 9 E., section 27 
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measured over 12,740 feet of sedimentary rock while at T. 15 S., R. 13 E., 
section 11, Pre-Cambriam rock was hit at 7,354 feet. Sedimentary rock is 
thinest where erosion has been most extensive over the 'core" of the San 
Rafael Sweel and thickest on the Tavaputs Plateau along the northern flanks of 
the Swell. Rocks at the surface on the Tavaputs are of the Teritary Green 
River Formation while rocks exposed in the "core" of the Swell are as old as 
the Coconino sandstone of Permian age. 

Generally, all subsurface strata in the Resource Area dip away from the "core" 
of the Swell so that should all the strata be homogenous, liquid or gas 
hydrocarbons moving through a porous/permeable rock would move undip toward 
the core of the Swell. Due to the heterogenous nature of the strata. (facies 
changes), faulting and minor folding, migrating hydrocarbons have been trapped 
downdip from the center of the uplift at those locations from which oil/gas 
has been produced; e.g., the Peters Point field is associated with minor 
folding associated with faulting as well as facies changes. 

Wells within the Resource Area are widely spaced with sufficient wells to 
accurately define the subsurface conditions which are conducive to oil/gas 
production being limited to only the principal KGS's, namely: Peters Point, 
Jack Canyon, Farnham Dome, Grassy Trail, and Clear Creek. Even in these KGS's 
the strata underlying the known productive zones are virtually unexplored. 

Stratigraphic Traps 

Stratigraphic traps are formed by the sealing of a reservoir bed as a result 
of lithologic changes within the bed or in surrounding beds. A trap may be 
formed when a formation's porosity or permeability is reduced (as in the 
Elbert Formation in the planning area), so that hydrobarbons cannot migrate 
through the bed. Another kind of stratigraphic trap found in the planning 
area resulted when the environment of deposition of the Ferron Sandstone 
fluctuated between onshore and offshore, creating a series of discontinuous 
sand bars or overlapping sandstones interrupted by shales. 

Structural Traps 

A structural trap is formed when oil or gas is held within a reservoir bed as 
a result of folding or faulting. In the South Last Chance Field, the 
reservoir bed was raised in an anticline which allowed the hydrocarbons to 
flow up the bed and be trapped in the top of the fold. 

Several structural features influence the oil and gas potential in the 
planning area. Largest and most prominent is the San Rafael Swell, associated 
with the Late Cretaceous Laramide Orogeny, controlling most of the planning 
area. Baars [1972] speculated that the swell is a rejuvenation of the 
historical, Emery Uplift. 

Structural traps are created with all the associated faulting along the east 
edge of San Rafael Swell. Formations of Mississippian, Pennsylvanian and 
Permian age occurring to the east of the eastern boundary fault are potential 
plays. The southern end of the swell gradually dies out, giving way to the 
Circle Cliffs-Teasdale Upwrap. 
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Next in importance is the Wasatch Plateau and its associated faults, grabens, 
and folds to the north. The Ancestral Uncompaghre Uplift and related Paradox 
Basin subsidence are factors in the southern part of the area. The Wasatch 
Plateau is a high region cut by many north-trending faults with norst and 
graben structures, which create fault-closure traps. One of these 
north-trending features is the 75-mile-long Joes Valley Garben. The Flat 
Canyon and Clear Creek gas fields occur on extensive fault and fold systems on 
the Wasatch Plateau east of the Joes Valley field. Wasatch folding preceded 
faulting, since portions of the folds can be seen preserved in downdropped 
sections within grabens. The trend of the folds is approximately north and 
resembles the San Rafael Swell trends, while the faults trend more north-south. 

Potential for development of oil and gas resources is high in and near areas 
of current production. Future development will depend entirely on demand; as 
the world supply begins to dwindle, more exploration for small deposits such 
as those found in the planning area is expected to occur. 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Only impacts resulting from the proposed development scenario will be 
addressed as other impacts are addressed in the 1975 Price District Oil and 
Gas EAR. 

By year 2000, 185 acres of the 300 acres disturbed by oil and gas drilling 
would be reclaimed while 115 would not be reclaimed, due to unsuccessful 
reclamation, ongoing use (i.e., drilling or production) and reclamation has 
not been fully completed. For geophysical, 720 acres of seismic line would 
have been run by the year 2000 with 480 acres being reclaimed and 240 acres 
not being reclaimed due to continued use, rock outcrop or unsuccessful 
reclamation. 

Future oil and gas exploration is assumed to yield producing wells with a 
total production of 7,200 barrels of petroleum and 360,000 MCF of natural gas 
by the year 2000. Based on this greater level of mineral activity in the 
planning area, the following changes should occur. 

Carbon- 
Emery 
County 

/ Total in Change from 
Current Year 2000 Current 

Employment (jobs) 98 284 +186 
Earnings ($) 2,119,ooo 6,234,800 +4,115,800 
Revenue ($) 45,300 255,700 +210,400 

An estimated 51 cultural sites would be discovered due to oil and gas/seismic 
activity. It is assumed that 5 sites would be damaged or destroyed as the 
result of oil and gas/seismic activity. 
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Oil and gas/seismic activity may contribute between 3,240 to 24,850 tons of 
soil loss per year, totaling between 38,880 and 298,200 tons by the year 2000. 

Geophysical activity and oil and gas development could affect surface and 
ground water. Construction of roads and drill pads could increase sediment 
and salinity yields in local surface water. Geophysical activity could add 
between 1,800 and 9,940 tons of sediment and between 16 and 96 tons of salt 
per year to drainage systems. Unplugged or improperly plugged holes can cause 
aquifers to interact, which could result in low water levels. Blasting can 
alter aquifer characteristics, affecting existing wells. Although impacts 
normally occur only from shots closer than 500 feet, a safe working distance 
must be determined on a case-by-case basis. With adherence to standard 
operating procedures, ground water should not be degraded. 

A total of 15,600 to 119,280 tons of sediment and between 200 and 1,152 tons 
of salt could be added to the drainage systems by the year 2000. 

By the year 2000, there would be a loss of 6 AUMs of grazing due to oil and 
gas exploration and development and a loss of 12 AUMs due to seismic activi- 
ty* The loss would be due to ongoing use and unsuccessful reclamation. 

It is estimated that 10 of the 60 wells drilled for oil and gas will exceed 
the contrast rating score; thus exceeding the VRM class objective. Upon 
completion of reclamation, the areas should be restored to the original VRM 
class. 

Seismic activity and oil and gas exploration could cause the direct loss of 10 
deer/pronghorn antelope by the year 2000 due to continued human activity on 
constructed roads. 

Visitor days associated with primitive recreation would be negatively affected 
by the reduction in scenic values and opportunities for isolated recreation 
experiences. No primitive (P) class would be affected. 

The unavoidable adverse impacts would be the loss of 18 AUMs, 15,600 to 
119,280 tons of sediment and 200 to 1,152 tons of salt. 

There would be an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources of 
15,600 to 119,280 tons of sediment and 200 to 1,152 tons of salt. Also there 
would be an irreversible comnitment of the oil and gas produced, 7,200 barrels 
of petroleum and.360,OOO MCF of natural gas. There would be an irretrievable 
comnitment of resources of 36 AUMs. 

The short term use of 115 acres of disturbance due to oil and gas activity and 
240 acres of disturbance due to seismic activity would not be reclaimed due to 
continued use, rock outcrop or unsuccessful reclamation and therefore, would 
not be productive by the year 2000, while 665 acres would be reclaimed and 
restored to approximately its former productivity. 
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v. MITIGATION 

The above identified unavoidable impacts cannot be reasonably mitigated beyond 
the standard stipulations. 

All monitoring will be done under the District Inspection and Enforcement 
Program. Some unavoidable impacts may be abated through compliance with 
inspection as the result of the Inspection and Enforcement Program. 

VI. LIST OF PREPARERS 

Dean A. Nyffeler, Geologist, Price River Resource Area 

VII. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

No individuals or agencies were consulted regarding the proposed action. 

VIII. APPENDIXES 

Maps 
Figures 

IX. LITERATURE SITED 

Baars, D.L., 1962, Permian System of the Colorado Plateau, American Associa- 
tion of Petroleum Geologists Bulletin Vol. 46, No. 6, pp. 975-979. 

Preston, D., 1961, Oil and Gas Fields of Utah, A Symposium. 
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DECISION/RATIONALE 

DECISION: To adopt the proposed action. 

RATIONALE: There were no significant environmental impacts identified in the 
analysis of the proposed action. The unavoidable adverse impacts include the 
possible loss of 18 AUMs, 15,600 to 119,280 tons of sediment, and 200 to 1,152 
tons of salt, and 10 antelope/deer. 
undetermined. 

Loss of recreation experience would be 
No Primitive (P) class land would be affected. The loss of 

salt, and sediment would be a irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources while the production of oil and gas would be an irreversible 
commitment of resources. 
irretrievable commitment. 

The loss of AUMs and deer/antelope would be an 
The continued leasing of oil and gas is needed if 

we are to meet the national objective of energy independence. Currently, the 
United States is becoming more dependent on foreign sources for oil and gas 
with approximately 50 percent being imported. In order for continuing 
discoveries to be made in the United States, land must be available for lease 
and the resultant exploration and development. 

Since no significant environmental impacts will occur as the result of 
selecting the proposed action of this environmental assessment, an 
Environmental Impact Statement is not needed. 
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UNITEDSTATES e Name fAIFPJ 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Price River Planning Ar 
Activity 

Minerals 
-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN M-l.1 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Consider for leasing those coal lands 
within the planning area that have been 
found acceptable for further considera- 
tion for leasing through previous plan- 
ning amendments. Lands were identified 
in amendments completed in 1979 (Wattis- 
underground mining), 1981 (Price River- 
Range Creek Coal Area), 1982 (Amendment 
to Price River/Range Creek Coal Area) and 
1983 (Wattis-surface mining). 

'Periodically regional production 
goals are reassessed with advice 
from State and local governments, 
coal industry and other interests 
to determine leasing goals based 
on market demands and industry 
needs. Regional production goals 
are assigned and lease sales are 
conducted so that production tar- 
gets assigned to,the Uinta-South- 
western Utah Coal Regionare met. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Recreation (R-5.1) - Additional rights-of-way would lead to surface disturbances 
that would diminish the scenic setting of the area around the Price Canyon Recrea- 
tion Area for the life of the project. 

Wildlife (WL-1.2) - Coal mine development activity could result in loss of pinyon/ 
juniper stands of more than 200 trees per acre and thereby affect mule deer winter 
and critical winter range. 

(WL-1.3) - Development of mine facilities and associated impacts could result in 
loss of critical winter and winter mule deer range. 

(WL-3.2) - Development of mine facilities and associated activities could result in 
loss of critical winter and winter elk habitat. 

(WL-5.1) f Development of mine facilities and associated activities could result in 
loss of critical yearlong moose habitat. 

(WL-7.1) --Development of mine facilities and associated activities could result in 
loss of critical sage grouse habitat. 

(WL-8.1) - Development of mine facilities and associated activities could result in 
disturbance/displacement of nesting raptors. 

(WL-9.1) - Development of mine facilities and associated activities could result in 
loss of riparian habitat. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Iu.C:rflFfIrmF on rrl~rrse~ Fcr~, 16X,-21 (Ap::; lca7:) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-1 MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

(M-l.1 Continued) 

Positive 

Recreation (R-8.1) - Development of leased coal may result in increased road 
access by recreationists into certain areas. Recreational use could occur along 
with coal use or follow coal activity. 

ALTERNATIVES 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

/ 

The recommendation would carry forward decisions previously made into the present 
planning system as to which coal lands are acceptable for further consideration for 
leasing. The above impacts were among those previously identified and decisions 
were made. Prior to leasing, the coal lands would be subject to a site specific 
analysis and an environmental impact statement. 

. . MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

3J.t . b&E rMv?dU 
Area Manager,' PrW River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 
n 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Il?fslrlrrlronr r,n rcl~erse) Fcrz ltiOO-?I (April 1975; 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR /- BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 
Price River Planning Ar;ea 
Activity 

Objective Number 

Objective: 

Allow and encourage development of those leasable minerals known to occur within 
the planning area in accordance with current laws and regulations so as to aid in 
filling the local and national energy requirements. 

Rationale: 

The need to replace the dwindling production of domestic oil and gas with the 
production of other domestic energy.minerals, such as coal and tar sands, is 
paramount in enabling the United States to reduce its dependence on imported oil 
and gas while maintaining or improving our present standard of living. The planning 
area includes major coal and tar sand deposits. Expanded production of oil and gas 
is possible. 

f 

---- 
(lflslruc2ions on reverse) 

- 
Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fi\lFPJ 

Price River Planning Are 
Activity 

Minerals M-l.2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Update the existing category system for The existing oil/gas leasing cate- 
areas outside the Special Tar Sand Areas gory system tias done in 1975. Since 
that defines the availability of Federal then data for the various resources 
lands for oil/gas leasing. has changed as has the policy of 

the Department of the Interior in 
regards to mineral development. Areas 
within Special Tar Sands Areas would 
i;f;;;sidered in a separate category 

. 
"","",""""","""""""",,-,-,--,,-,,,,,,,,,""""""~"""~~"~"~"~""~"""""~""""~~"~~"""""~~ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Range (RM-3.1, 3.2) - Update of category system would allow for protecti'on of high 
value aspen and riparian sites. 

Recreation (R-3.3, 4.4, 5.3, 6.2, 8.2) - Update of category system is needed to 
reflect changes in the recreation program land use planning. Areas of change 
include Desolation/Gray Canyons, Pine Flat Campground and developed recreational 
areas. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.2) - Updating category system would allow 
for protection of important watershed values by stipulation'. 

Wildlife (WL-1.4) - Update of category system would allow for protection of mule 
deer critical winter range and winter range. The critical winter period is Novem- 
ber 1 through May 15. 

(WL-2.4) - Update of category system would allow antelope critical habitat to be 
included and protected as high priority habitat. 

(WL-3.3) - Update of category system would allow elk winter and critical wi‘nter 
range to be included and protected by stipulation. 

(WL-4.5) - Update of category system would allow bighorn sheep habitat to be 
protected by stipulation. 

(WL-5.2) - Update of category system would allow moose critical yearlong habitat to 
be protected by stipulation. 

(WL-7.2) - Update of category system would allow sage grouse critical habitat to be 
protected by stipulation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~lr1.~lr~rclt~~r7s on reverse) Fcrz 1600-21 (Apnl lC;S, 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-' MANAGEMENT FRAM 

(M-l.2 Continued) 

(WL-8.2) - Update of category system would allow raptor nests to be protected by 
special stipulations. 

(WL-11.2) " 
stipulation. 

Update of category system would allow riparian areas to be protected by 

“““““““““““““““““-““““““““““““““””””””””””””-””““““““““-“”-”-””-“-“““--““““----“-“” 

ALTERNATIVES 

None 
"""""";"",","""","""-,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,~"~"-"""""--""~""-"~""-""""~"""""""~"-"~"~" 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

,r- I 

The existing category system was completed in 1975. Since then additional oil/gas 
drilling has occurred and additional areas of resource conflict have been identifiec 
The need for the update is apparent as indicated by the above positive impacts. 
The updating should be done as a separate part of, but attached to, this planning 
document because it is very difficult to adequately.address all of the issues 
through the MFP process alone. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

/’ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Ins/r!rclirms on rcrvrsel Form I&30-21 (April 1575) 
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Name iMFP) 

Price River Plannina AJ 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 step 3 

Recommendation Rationa1.e 

Update the oil/gas lease category system 
prepared in 1975 for those areas outside 
the Sunnyside and San Rafael Special Tar 
Sand Areas in order to identify those 
resource values or special areas of such 
significance that they require protection 
at the time of lease issuance. Those 
areas or values that have been identified 
within the URA which require special 
protection consist of the below. Those 
areas identified in 1975 as Category 2, 
3 or 4 which no longer require designation 
as such should be placed in a Category 1 
designation. 

Helper City Cemetery 
Carbon County Airport 
Carbon County Recreation Complex 
Carbon County Sanitary Landfill 
Incorporated Cities 
East Carbon Sewage Lagoons ! 
Emery County School Complex 
Green River Airport 
Price Canyon,Recreation Area 
Desolation and Gray Canyons 
Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry 
Cedar Mountain Recreation Area 
Mexican Mountain Area 
Interstate 70 Scenic Corridor 
SC&fiW& R4BervHr 

r~r Watershed 
Swell Watershed 

F I of Perennial Streams Below 
ffs afbd Wasatch Plateau 

Sprf@s 

Since the existing oil/gas leasing 
category system was done in 1975, data 
for the various resource areas or 
special areas has changed, as has the 
policy of the BLM in regards to minera 
development and categorization of lane 
for leasing purposes. Areas within 
special tar sand areas (MFP Recommenda 
tion M-1.4) have been considered in a 
separate effort (Utah Combined.Hydroca 
bon Regional EIS, volume III. 

Olsen Reservoir 
Elk Critical Winter Range 
Moose Critical Winter Range 
Icelander Antelope Fawning Area 
Icelander Antelope Water Catchments 
Mounds Reef Antelope Travel Corridor 
Mule Deer Critical Winter Habitat 
Lower Fish Creek Mule Deer and Moose 

Critical Winter Range . 

Nom: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

tfl,.‘r~,rPr,.,,r I._ ,c* ,..er, 



. v. UNITED STATES 
1: . _ DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANACEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECGWVENOATION-ANALYSIS-OECISION 

Name (MFPI 

Price River Plannjno Aret 
Activity 

MfnPyals M-l.7 Pagp 7 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

Gordon Creek Mule Deer Critical/Elk 
High Priority Winter Range 

North San Rafael Bighorn Sheep Area 
High Density Raptor Nesting Complex 
Isolated Raptor Nests 
Sage Grouse Strutting/Nesting Area 
Naval Oil Shale Reserve 

----~~-------~~--------------*---~-~~-~-~-------------~---------------------------. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION, MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS AND DECISION 

See,the text of the supplement to this MFP (Designation of Hydrocarbon Lease 
Categories Outside Special Tar Sand Areas. 
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s.. DECISIC)N RECORD/RATIONALE 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

DECISION: The enclosed supplement to the Price River Resource Area land 
m has been reviewed and is approved. The supplement is included as 
part of this decision. 

RATIONALE: Alternatives considered throughout the supplement include "No 
Action", open leasing, leasing with special stipulations, leasing without 
the right of surface occupancy and no leasing. The effects of category 
designations on oil/gas exploration have been fully evaluated and the 
oil/gas potential was given equal consideration with other resources. The 
Mineral Resources Policy was used as a guide in implementing the analysis. 
The analysis was tiered from the 1975 Environmental Analysis for the 
former Price District, which in turn was tiered from the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement by the Department of the Interior (1973). The alternatives 
selected within this assessment are the least restrictive to oil/gas 
exploration possible while providing adequate protection to other special 
resource values or areas. 

( 
EWIROIJMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: Oil/gas exploration by its requirements for 
roads, drill pads and other facilities necessarily causes a loss of 
previously existing surface resources. So that where resource values or 
areas, excluding the oil/gas resource, are present a decision as to 
whether oil/gas exploration will be allowed or the other value or area 
will be protected becomes necessary. Conflicts that are not addressed in 
this land use plan supplement wi 11 be resolved at the time proposals to 
drill an oil/gas well are received. 

II. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

Based on the analysis of potential environmental impacts contained in this 
environmental ment, I have determined that impacts are not expected 

Therefore, an environmental Inpact statement is not 
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I. INTROD"&ION 

In 1973, the U.S. Department of Interior published a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement on the Federal upland oil and gas leasing program. The proposed 
action was to lease Federal lands for production of oil and gas. The statement 
considered al tsrnative leasing programs and alternative sources of domestic 
energy. One purpose for the preparation of the statement was to provide a 
document from which environmental analyses could be tiered. As a part of a BLM 
statewide effort in 1974 and 1976, the former Price District of the BLM completed 
a high intensity environmental assessment on August 15, 1975 which completely 
included the Price River Resource Area of the current Moab District. 

As a result of that analysis, which involved months of public participation, 
public lands within the Resource Area were placed into one of four possible 
categories: 1) Category 1 
tions; 2) Category 2 - Open 

- Open to leasing with standard "open ended" stipula- 

stipulations; 3) Category 3 
to leasing with standard “open ended" and special 

occupancy and 4) Category 4 
- Open to 'leasing without the right to surface 
- Suspended or no leasing (see Appendix 1). Minor 

changes to the results of the 1975 assessment were accomplished through a 
supplement completed on October 20, 1976. 

This latest supplement of the 1975 assessment is being accomplished as a 
supplement to the land use planning process for the Price River Resource Area 
(Unit Resource Analysis/Management Framework Plan (URA/MFP)) and is an.opera- 

\ 
tional revision of existing category designations without change in the original 
proposed action. 

II. PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Mineral Resources Policy was signed by the Director, Bureau of Land 
Management on December 1, 1982. The statement sets forth policy for management 
of mineral and energy,resources on public lands as reflected in the Mining and 
Minerals Policy Act of 1970 and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA) of 1976. The first act states that it is the Federal Government's 
continuing policy to foster and encourage private enterprise in the development 
of a stable minerals industry and orderly and economical development of the 
Nation's mineral resources. 
manner which-recognizes 

FLPMA directs public lands to be managed in a 
the need for domestic sources of mineral and other 

inciples are stated in the Mineral Resources Policy which 
ing: 

'for Congressional withdrawals, public lands shall remain open 
and avaflable for mineral exploration and development unless withdrawal or 
other administrative action is clearly justified in the National interest. 

2. BLM actively encourages and facilitates the development by private 
industry of public land mineral resources in a manner that satifies 
national and local needs and provides for economically and environmentally 
sound exploration, extraction and reclamation practices. 

I 
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3. BLfi's land use plans and multiple use management decisions will recognize 
that mineral exploration and development Can occur concurrently or sequentially 
with other resource uses. The Bureau further recognizes that land use planning 
is a dynamic process and decisions will be updated as new data are evaluated. 

Most of the federal oil/gas ownership in the Price River Resource Area 
(PRRA) are under lease at any one time. Exceptions are lands not available for 
leasing due to law (Naval Oil Shale Reserve), policy (Wilderness Study Areas) 
or due to results of the 1975 Environmental Assessment establishing Category 4 
areas. Since 1975, data on the public resources has increased and the mandate 
given to retain public lands and manage them in the public's interest has 
caused the 1975 EA to become seriously deficient. Update of the 1975 EA became 
an issue in the MFP for the Resource Area. The appropriate time for the update 
is the current land use planning process. 

As of November 16, 1981, all "oil/gas" leases issued are "hydrocarbon" 
leases which include the right to develop oil/gas, tar sand and other hydro- 
carbons except coal, oil shale and gilsonite. An analysis was prepared in 1982 
to establish a category system for hydrocarbon leases issued within Special Tar 
Sand Areas (STSA) which considered the possibility of both oil/gas and tar sand 
development. The category system for tar sands is now being analyzed in an 
environmental impact statement due for completion in 1984. 

The analysis herein does not include areas previously analyzed STSAs as 
noted above. The areas within STSA's are blocked out on the accompanying 
Master Title Plats (MTP) showing category areas resulting from this analysis. 
Nor does this analysis consider the development of hydrocarbons other than 
oil/gas outside the STSA's since the mineral values included in a hydrocarbon 
lease that are known to exist in the Resource Area are limited to oil/gas and 
tar sand and all known tar sand occurrences have been included in the STSA's. 

III. METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

Oil/gas development by its requirements for roads, drill pads and other 
facilities necessarily causes a loss of previously existing surface resources, 
i.e., wildlife habitat or visual resources. Through land use management, the 
highest and best use of the land is determined with the public interest being 
in the forefront. Through the land use planning process the resource values 

'present throughout the Resource Area are identified and the impacts of the 
protection or development of any particular resource weighed against the result- 
ing impacts to the other resource values. The decisfons which result are based 
on this mutliple use concept of land use planning. 

To arrive at multiple use decisions for oil/gas leasing, a team was formed 
which was composed of an archaeologist, geologist, hydrologist, range conserva- 
tionist, realty specialist, recreation planner and wildlife biologist. Each 
specialist identified the location of his important resource values or specially 
designated areas identified in the URA which could be negatively impacted by 
oil/gas leasing and possible development. These areas of concern that required 
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protection were identified as Category 2, 3 or 4 so that future lessees could 
be alerted prior t0 leasing of conflicts which would be present that might 
prevent or restrict development. Areas known to have the best potential for 
oil/gas production were also identified. In the analysis, proposed changes 
from the 1975 EA were noted as Here the potential impact of oil/gas development 
on the various resource values or special areas. Vhere justified, the resource 
specialists recommended Category 2, 3 or 4 designations. At a "round table" 
discussion among the assigned resource specialists and the Area tianager, a 
tentative decision was made for category designations using the multiple use 
concept of trading resource protection for resource development, i.e., oil/gas 
and vice versa. The impacts of these designations were also discussed and none 
of the Known Geologic Structures (KGS) were placed in the Category 3 or 4 
designations. As part of the process, the alternatives of not changing the 
existing categories (No Action) and placing a particular area designated as 
Category 2, 3 or 4 in a less restrictive category with less restrictive stipula- 
tions were considered in every case. Category 2 areas were considered in the 
light of various stipulations including the standard "special stipulations" 
(Appendix 2) to provide the desired protection while allowing the maximum 
latitude for possible oil/gas exploration or development. By this method, 
alternatives considered were "NO Action", open leasing, leasing with "special 
stipulations", leasing without the right of surface occupancy and no leasing. 
By this method, every acre was considered for its various resource values and 
every category designation and/or available stipulation were analyzed to deter- 
mine the degree of protection required while allowing the greatest degree of 
oil/gas exploration. 

IV. OIL/GAS POTENTIAL 

The geologic framework of the Resource Area, including a brief discussion 
on tectonic history, structure and stratigraphy, is presented in URA Step II. 
A discussion of oil/gas occurrences and fields accompanied by a table of produc- 
ting, shut-in and abandoned wells is also presented. The discussion of each 
field includes production* statistics through 1980 and a short section of the 
conditions conducive'to production. Overlays identifying the location of wells 
and fields are available as part of the URA. . 

Formations within the Resource Area that are productive in or near tile 
Resource Area include the following: Green River, Wasatch, Pr!ce River, r'erron 
member of the Mancos, Cedar Mountain, Entra.da, Navajo, Moenkopi, Coconino ana 
Hermosa. tioumer, producible oil/gas are found only where a number of essential 
elements coatst; namely, a petroleum source, porous and permeable rock and a 
trap. The mount of pqtroleum avail able, the size of the reservoir and its 
porosi ty/permeabilf ty determine the quantity of producible oil/gas in a trap. 
Also, some of the above mentioned formations are absent in any particular area 
due to a lack of deposition or erosion. 

The influence of the geologic structure in the area, extensive erosion and 
variability in the thickness of formations cause a wide variation in the total 
thickness of sedimentary rocks in the Resource Area. Of the wells that have 
penetrated to Pre-Cambriam rock, a well in T. 15 S., R. 9 E., Section 27 measured 
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over 12,740 -feet of sedimentary rock while at T. 15 S., R. 13 E., Section 11 
Pre-Cambriam rock was hit at 7,354 feet. Sedimentary rock is thinest where 
erosion has been most extensive over the "core" of the San Rafael Swell and 
thickest on the Tavaputs Plateau along the northern flanks of the Swell. Rocks 
at the surface on the Tavaputs are of the Teritary Green River formation while 
rocks exposed in the "core" of the Swell are as old as the Coconino sandstone 
of Permian age. 

Generally, all subsurface strata in the Resource Area dip away from the 
"core" of the Swell so that should a?? the strata be homogenous, liquid or gas 
hydrocarbons moving through a porous/permeable rock would move updip toward the 
core of the Swell. Due to the heterogenous nature of the strata (facies chang- 
es), faulting and minor folding, migrating hydrocarbons have been trapped 
downdip from the center of the uplift at those locations from which oil/gas has 
been produced; e.g., the Peters Point field is associated with minor folding 
associated with faulting as we?? as facies changes. 

Nells ldithin the Resource Area are widely spaced with sufficent wells to 
accurately define the subsurface conditions which are conducive to oil/gas 
production being limited to only the principal KGS's, namely: Peters Point 
Jack Canyon, Farnham Dome, Grassy Trail and Clear Creek. Even in these KGS's 
the strata underlying the known productive zones are virtually unexplored. 
Interest in conducting seismic and drilling operations appear to be on the 
increase within the Resource drea as indicated by an annual increase of seismic 
Notices of Intent from 18 to 22 from 1981 to 1983 with staking requests or 
notices for well locations increasing from 11 to 37 in the same time period. 

In an effort to objectively define the oil/gas potential of the Resource 
Area for the purposes of this lease category document, the system developed by 
Science Applications, Inc. was used. This system is based on a favorability (fl 
and certainty (c) rating using four elements under each. The "f" of an area 
could be fl, f2, f3 or f4 with an f4 area having the highest favorability. 

The same scheme applies to the certainty rating. Each area, therefore, 
has a combined rating such a f4c4 (the highest possible) and flcl (the lowest 
posr ible) with all the other mixes of "f" and "c.“ being possible. The "f" 3nd 

?/gas "c" values :are defined for each mineral commodity. The hefinitions for oi 
may be found in Appendix 3. 

Based w that system, the Resource Area was divided into units depend ing 
on the assigqed certainty/favorabi 
favorability classification due to 
The principal producing areas were 
areas were placed in c3. The rema 
designation. 

ity. The entire Resource Area is in an f2 
the parameters placed by the definitions. 
asigned a certainty of c4, related similar 
nder of the area was placed under the c2 

v. SITE SPECIFIC ANALYSIS 

A summary of the results of the process for each defined resource value or 
special area follows. The name and number correspond to the same name and 

i' ; '. Cm 
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number on theMTP's where the designated category areas have been colored, 
based on federa? ownership of Oil/gas. The acreage shown below for each resource 
value or special area is the total federal oil/gas ownership as determined from 
the MTP's. The assigned category and any stipulations are indicated below and 

. on the 4TPs. The term "oil/gas exploration" as used herein does not include 
seismic exploration, but does include oil/gas development drilling. 

A. Lands 

1. Helper City Cemetery (Map #l) 

The Helper City Cemetery parcel had not been identified as being 
located on public land in 1375 when the original environmental assessment (EA) 
was prepared. The "No Action" alternative would be to allow the parcel to 
remain under the Catergory 1 designation. 

A portion of the Helper cemetery was identified as occurring on 
public land in 1980 with a patent being issued to the City of Helper under the 
provisions of the Recreation and Public Purposes Act in 1983. The parcel (5 
acres) is being used for its intended purpose. Location of a oil/gas well in 
the cemetery obviously would not be appropriate. A Category 3 designation with 
the below stipulation would be the only Practical way of preventing this occur- 
rence. Less restrictive stipulations in Category 2 would not offer the necessary 
protection for 

. 

\ 

the cemetery. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 5 acres: Occupancy or other activity 
onthe surface of T. 13 S., R. 10 E., SLB&M, Section 19: 
W+NWkNWkNE$ is not allowed under this lease. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the above parcel has been identified 
as f2c3. Oisallowing surface occupancy on the parcel would not have any si gnif- 
icant impact on oil/gas exploration. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

The Category 3 designation for the 5-acre parcel k.i thin i-:'le 
He1 pw City Cemetery is recommended. 

_ j&p ‘;;! j 
bate ’ 1 

2. Carbon County Airport (Map #2) 

The Carbon County Airport was identified in the 1975 EA as a 
Category 3 area (#24 was assigned as map number). Under the "No Action" a? ter- 
native the designation and acreage would remain the same. 
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-- The surface of lands within the airport are owned by Carbon 
County with the oil/gas estate owned by the federal government. In 1983, as 
part of an airport expansion project, tW0 400acre parcels of public land were 
added to the airport under the prOviSiOnS of the Airport Leasing Act. 

The airport has a 7,300.foot runway and two shorter alternate 
runways and a terminal operated 24 hours per day. Numerous small pleasure 
crafts, scheduled commuter flights and sma?? jets routinely use the facility. 
The potential location of an oil/gas drilling rig on or near the runways unques- 
tionably would pose a safety hazard for both the rig workers and air craft 
occupants. Landing and takeoff problems as well as interference with airport 
communication and safety devices would occur. A Category 3 designation for 580 
acres (760 acres in 1975 EA) is recommended for the airport itself and small 
safety buffer zones, with the stipulation below being appropriate. Less 
restrictive stipulations under a Category 2 designation are not available which 
can ensure that the airport would remain free of obstructions and safety compro- 
mises would not occur. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 580 Acres: Occupancy or other 
activity on the surface (legal description) is not allowed 
this lease. 

under 

; 

A Category 2 designation was considered for all areas within 
20,000 feet of the airport with the following stipulation: 

"All surface activity that may interfere with navigable air 
space shall have the approval of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)." 
However, considering the large acreage that would be included and the fact that 
lease holders/operators are required to follow all federal, State and local 
regulations and laws, including FAA's Part 77 (Objects Affecting Navigable Air 
Space), such designation was not considered necessary. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the portion of the airport recom- 
mended for Category 3 designation has been identified as f2c2. The size and 
configuration of the identified area is such that aS1 of -the Category 3 area 
could be reached at de;rth by dire:ticnal drilling. TE!e ro':'uction of ~reac;~ 1:~ 
170 acres frcnn the 1975 EA ;rotild Pt*c;vide additions? acreaye for stirfaco occu- 
panty. Due to the near lack of exploration in the general area, the importance 
of the area for Petroleum production can not be determined. Category 3 desi gna- 
tion would hain little effect on future development of oil/gas resources. 

b .' Decision on Alternatives 

The Category 3 designation for that area within the Carbon 
County Airport is recommended. 

/~//y~~~-~ 
Date ' ' 
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\ 3.-' Carbon County Recreation Complex (IYap 93) 

The Carbon County Recreation Complex was not identified 
1975 EA since it was not conceived at that time. By the "No Action" a 
this area would remain under a Category 1 designation. 

in the 
lternat ive 

The area of the partia??y complete recreation complex was leased 
for recreational purposes under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act in 1982. 
Currently a stock car track has been constructed and is being used for organized 
spectator events. Plans call for the future construction of baseball diamonds, 
a drag strip and other facilities. The facility provides recreation opportuni- 
ties to the residents of Carbon County and surrounding areas. Exploration for 
oil/gas on the parcel would be incompatible with its uses as a recreation 
complex. A Category 3 designation is recommended with the below stipulation. 
Stipulations under Category 2 designation could not prevent possible loss of 
present or future facilities in the recreation complex. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 160 Acres: Occupancy or other activ- 
ity on the surface of (lega? subdivision) is not allowed under, 
this lease. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the area within the recreation 
./ complex has been identified as f2c2. The size of the area is such that any 

\ 
portion of it may be reached at depth by using directional drilling techniques 
if an oil/gas company so desired. The only impact to oil/gas exp?oraJtion wouid 
be increased cost incurred to reach the same subsurface objective. 

b. Decision of Alternative 

Category 3 designation for the area of the Carbon County 
Recreation Complex is'recommended. .1 

;/&-4* c? * 3 .,f.l $4 ,y TC/>. 

Area i4anaq;lr, Fri ce Ri ver $?esourca Area 

‘r 4. C;ar?on County Sanitary !-i!;;<fil: .*. .- -- 

The Carbon County Sanitary Landfill (T. 13 S., R. 9 E) was 
identified ffi the 1975 EA (#21) as a Category 3 area. By the "NO Action" 
alternative this designation would remain unchanged. 

This 400acre landfill was closed in 1982 and has been reclaimed. 
Use of the area as a landfill was not extensive and additional use of the area 
as a landfill is not proposed. Returning this area to a Category 1 designation 
is recommended. 

...,._~ 
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oil/gas potential. 
exploration of the 

The area of the landfill has been identified as f2c3 for 
Returning the 4G;acrf? parcel to Category 1 would al low 

area to occur wltn Only the Standard restrictions and result- 
ing decrease of cost for drilling on the parcel. 

8 

Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

The former Carbon County Landfill is recommended to be 
returned to Category 1 designation. 

/2,//4./?? 

./I 

do &L &-. 

Date ; r 
C] f'. 1 -$4jZ.?.C,'Q 

Area Yanager, Price RiveTResource Area 

5. Carbon County Sanitary Landfill (Map #4) 

A 40.acre parcel of the Carbon County Sanitary Landfill (T. 14 S., 
R. 10 E.) was identified in the 1975 EA as the Price City Santtary Landfill 
(#23). In 1982, the landfill was expanded from 40 acres to 240 acres and was 
assigned to Carbon County. By the "?lo Action" alternative the 2000acre addition 
would remain in Category 1 with the original 400acre parcel remaining under 
Category 3 designation. 

./ 

\ 
The sanitary landfill is used for disposal of garbage from most 

residents of Carbon County. 
being used. 

The 200 acres added to the landfill is currently 
The size of the landfill is expected to allow continued operation 

for 25 years. Uncovering of recently buried garbage or interference with 
logical development of the landfi 11 for the purpose of allowing oil/gas explor- 
ation would not be accomplished without considerable difficulty and possible 
health hazards. Closing of the surface area of the entire land fill area would 
be appropriate and best accomplished through a Category 3 designation with the 
below stipulation. Stipulations available by a Category 2 designation cannot 
ensure that the operation and the integrity of the landfi 11 are not interferred 
with. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 240 Acres: Occupancy or other 3ctivi :'y 
on the sur?ace of (IFgal subdivision) is not al lowed under this 
1 ease. 

e a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the landfill is identified as 
f2c2. The size of the area is such that any portion of it may be reached at 
depth by directional drilling. The only impact to oil/gas exploration would be 
increased costs incurred to reach the same subsurface objective. 
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\ 
-- b. Decision on Alternatives 

Category 3 designation for the Carbon County Sanitary 
Landfi 11 is recommended. 

? &.J ;p.; 
bate . 1 

-1 
+ y&,qL L’;, I r7; .I Ii ,p.i:, 

Area irlanager, Price Rive7 Resource Area 

6. Incorporated Cities (Map #5) 

Incorporated cities were not identified in the 1975 EA. However, 
the Price City recreation patent (#22 assigned) was identified (Category 3) 
which is included within the incorporated limits of Price City. By the "No 
Action" alternative, only the area of the recreation patent would be identified. 
and would remain under Category 3 designation. 

Areas of federal oil/gas ownership are not available for leasing 
by regulation, thus avoiding the potential conflict of oil/gas exploration with 
municipal development. Since the Price City recreation patent is included in 
the city limits and Category 4 designation is appropriate, separate note of the 
recreation patent is not necessary. All federal oil/gas ownership within city 
limits should be designated Category 4 as required. A less restrictive category 
is not allowed. 

r 

( 

Category 4 Stipulation for 820 Acres: No lease. 

a. Impact on Oil/Gas Exploration 

Those areas within incorporated cities have been identified 
as f2c2 and f2c3. This area would not be aval'lable for leasing. Any oil/gas 
resource that may be present would not be recovered. 

, 
b. Decis;on on Alternatives 

Designation of the identified areas within incorporated 
cities as Category 4 is recommended. 

/,?/,4 /q 7 c 
-13 :*\ 

Dam-4 I- 
L) e I-,) I( q J,.tGe- 

Area Manager:-Price River$Rksource Area 

7. East Carbon Sewage Lagoons (Map #6) 

The East Carbon Sewage Lagoons did not exist in 1975. By the 
"NO Action" alternative under this current analysis, the sewage lagoons would 
remain in a Category 1 designation. 
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\ 
-. The area of the sewage lagoons has been lease4 to the City of 

East Carbon under the R&PP Act for sewage processing. Lagoons have been con- 
structed and the system in fully operational. Use Of any of the surface area 

l 
for oil/gas exploration would be incOnSiStent with the purpose of the R&PP 
lease. Therefore, a Category 3 designation is recommended with the below 
stipulation. Resolution of potential conflicts between oil/gas exploration and 
the sewage lagoon cannot be adequately achieve4 under a Category 2 designation 
since available stipulations could not ensure the health and well being of the 
citizens of the City of East Carbon. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 80 Acres: Occupancy or other activ- 
ity on the surface of T 15 S., R. 13 E., Section 10: NE%W%, 
NW&SE& is not allowed udder this lease. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the area within the RAPP lease has 
been identified as f2c3. The size of the area is such that any part of it may 
be reached by directional drilling if a company so desires. The only impact to 
o'l/gas exploration would be increased costs incurred to reach the same subsur- 
face objective. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

e Category 3 designation for the East Carbon Sewage Lagoons 
. is recommended. 

-f&L (@ n;, ( .t,‘;L,‘v 
Area Manager, Pr'i'ce Rive? Resource Area 

8. Emery County School Complex (Map $7) 

The area for the proposed Emery County School Complex was identi- 
fied in the 1975 EA as the Elmo Town Recreation Area (143 assigned). The 
intended use did not materialize. The same is now proposed for a school complex. 
By the "No Action" alternatfve, the land parcel would remain under a Category 3 
designation. 

ing 
The parcel was 1 eased to the Emery County School District in 

1983 for futuie izonstruction of a school complex to accommodate the increas 
number of students moving to the area. Because of the incompatibility of a 
school complex arid oil/gas drilling activity, the "No Action" alternative w 
the stipulation below would ensure that a conflict with the proposed school 
oil/gas exploration will not occur. Category 2 stipulations do not provide 
adequate means to prevent possible future unresolable conflicts. 

ith 
and 
an 

Category 3 Stipulation for 40 Acres: Occupancy or other activity 
onhe surface of (legal subdivision) is not allowed. 
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a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

potential as f2C3. 
The R&?P lease area is within an area identified for oil/gas 
The size of the lease area is such that any part of it may 

be reached by directional drilling if a company so desires. The only imoact to 
oil/gas exploration would be increased costs incurred to reach the same subsur- 
face objective. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

Complex as Category 
Designation of the area for the proposed Emery School 
3 is recommended. 

9. Green 2iver Airport (Map #8) 

The Green River Airport was identified in the 1975 EA and placed 
under a Category 3 designation (d28 assigned) with a reduction from 1,203.23 
acres to 810 acres being proposed by this analysis. By the "No Action" al terna- 
tive the acreage and designation described in the 1975 EA woul4 remain unchanged. 

The lease for the airport was issued to the City of Green 2iver 
in 1968 with a reduction to its present configuration (690 acres) in 1977. 
Facilities include a 5,600.foot runway, fuel tanks, fencing and a support 
building. The airport is use4 for small planes, including commercial operators 
during the summer months which support the recreational use of the Green River. 

The potential location of an on'l/gas drilling rig on or near the 
runway unquestionably would pose a safety hazard for both the rig workers and 
aircraft occupants. ,Land?ng and take-off problems as well as interference with 
airport communication and safety devices would occur. A Category 3 designation 
for the lease area and a 1200acre buffer zone off the runway is recommended 
with the below stipulation being appropriate. Stipulations under a Category 2 
designation are not available that ensure that the airport woul4 remain free -:)i' 
obstructions and safety compromises wculd riot occur. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 810 Acres: Occupancy or other activity 
on the surface of (legal subdivision) is not allowed under this 
1 ease. 

a. Impact to Of l/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the area of the airport has been 
identified as f2c2. The site and configuration of the airport area is such 
that all of the Category 3 area could be reached at depth by directional drill- 
ing. The reduction of arcreage from the 1975 EA would provide additional 
acreage for surface occupancy. Due to the near lack of exploration in the 

? general area, the importance of the area for petroleum production cannot be 
'-- determined. 



12 

-1 

\ 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

Category 3 designation for the Green River Airport is 
recommended. 

/ *~?,A *, i;:.;’ 4 ‘;- +q;: _ c q:cz.r L!d 
Date / i Area Hanager, Pride Rive? Resource Area 

B. Recreation 

1. Price Canyon Recreation Area (Map 49) 

a. Recreation Area Proper 

The Price Canyon Recreation Area Proper was identified in 
the 1975 EA (#ll assigned) with a Category 3 designation. In this current 
analysis, increasing the acreage for the recreation area proper from 200 to 400 
acres with Category 3 designation is proposed. By the "No Action" alternative 
the designation and the acreage would remain as it was in 1975. 

Price Canyon Recreation Area, located 15 miles northeast of 
Price, titah, is a BLM recreational development consisting of a 3-mile paved 
access road, 18 camp units, with two group picnic areas, toilets, water and 
other facilities. The area also contains one overlook and'several hi king 

c- trails. The site is located in a scenic Ponderosa pine grove high above the 
Price River. 

\ 
Visual quality is excellent and visitation by the public is high. 

In order to protect the capital investment and existing public utility, a 
Category 3 designation with the below stipulation is recommended. Stipulations 
under a Category 2 designation would be inadequate as oil/gas exploration in 
the immediate area of the campground would conflict with use of the campground 
because of the visual intrusion, dust, noise and required surface disturbances. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 400 Acres: Occupancy or other 
activity on the surface of (legal subdivision) is not 
allowed under this lease. 

(1) Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The recreation area is located in an area identi Fiz:: 
for oil/gas potential as f2c3. The size of the recreation area is such that 
all of the ategory 3 area could be reached at depth by directional drilling. 
The incream-In acreage over the 1975 designation doubles the acreage removed 
from surface occupancy. Increased costs would be experienced by any company 
desiring to drill in the area. 

(2) Decision on Alternatives 

Category 3 designation for the Price Canyon Recreation 
Area proper is recommended. 

‘L- i’ 2 / i (’ /.4’ ./ /.r’ 2, 6 L! q//$:d’ 
bate ' i Area Hanager, Price River Rgciource Area 

. 
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-. b. Recreation Area Buffer 

A buffer to the Price Canyon Recreation Area was not proposed 
or adopted as a result of the 1975 EA. By the "No Action" alternative the 800 
acres would remain in Category 1 designation. ' 

This buffer provides an area around the access route to the 
campground and commonly used h4king trails used by campers and day visitors. 
Indiscriminate placement of road or drill pads in this buffer area may signi- 
ficiantly decrease the present opportunities for visitors to enjoy near and far 
vistas which largely do not show any surface disturbances. To protect these 
values in the immediate area adjacent to the recreation area, a Category 2 
designation with the below stipulation is recommended. Under a Category 1 
designation, the possibility of a well or road being located that would interfere 
with recreational use of this buffer area as well as the campground would 
persist. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 800 Acres: Access or work trail 
or road, earth cut or fill, structure or other improvement, 
other than an active drilling rig, will not be permitted if 
it can be viewed from the roads to or within the Recreation 
Area, the campground, overlook or hiking trails. 

(1) Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

T The oil/gas potential of the area has been identified 
as f263. Rugged terrain in the buffer will offer few choices for the location 
of drill pads and access roads for any company that may propose to drill within 
the buffer zone. Chances are that the location of a pad and road as proposed 
by a company would be the most logical with fewer impacts overall than would be 
required by the company to meet the above stipulation. Such changes would most 
likely also increase the costs of drilling the well. 

(2) Decision on Alternatives 

is recommended. 
Designation of the Price Canyon buffer as Category 3 

2,: Ptne flats Campground 

The Pine Flats Campground was identified in the 1975 EA (#12 
assigned) as a Category 3 designation. Under the "NO Action" alternative this 
designation would remain. 
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-- The Pine Flats Campground has not been developed and plans for 
development have been cancelled. 
designation is recommended. 

Therefore, return of the area to Category 1 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the proposed campground has been 
identified as f2c3. A Category 1 designation would allow oil/gas exploration 
to occur on this 2400acre area with only the standard stipulations applying. 
The need for directional drilling due to Category 3 designation would no longer 
apply with a resulting decrease in cost of drilling. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

Return of the proposed Pine Flats Campground to Category 1 
designation is recommended. 

, 9 *’ ,a q ,/ #- ..; Ar 
Date'; 1 

a 
I <d-f,, /c ‘3 t: t ..~‘“..i+ 

Area ;lanager, Price River+ Resource drea 

3. Desolation and Gray Canyons (Map #lo) 

Desolation and Gray Canyons were identified in the 1975 EA as 
the Green River Corridor (#1 assigned). By the proposal below, the acreage 
would be decreased from 95,486 acres (Category 2: 54,263; Category 3: 37,580; 
Category 4: 3,643) to 42,241.58 acres (Category 4). By the "No Action" alter- 
native the 1975 designations and acreages would not be changed. 

Desolation and Gray Canyons have been carved by the Green River. 
An 840mile long segment of the river (Sand Wash to Swasey's Rapid) is one of 
the most popular white water trips available in the west. The river received 
58,000 visitor days during the 1981 season from float boaters on private and 
commercial trips. Recreatfonal use of the river is controlled through a permit 
lottery and launch system by the 8ureau of Land Management to protect these 
recreational values. This segment of the river was designated a National 
Lanl!zark based on natural values encountered by the Major John Wesley Powell 
expeditions of 1869 and 1871. Al so included xith:'n the area are the Flat 
Canyon Archaeological District and about 59 orher known archaeologisal sites. 
This portion-of the river has also been recognized as having the potential for 
wild and sc@~ti-river status. Other values in this area include critical 
wildlife ha&#&t fncludfng that for deer, raptors, trout and three endangered 
fish species and sensftfve watersheds due to extreme slopes. 

A river management plan by the BLM was completed and approved in 
1979 following preparation of an EA and receipt of public comments. One decision 
made in that plan specifies that those lands within 1 mile of the river be 
designated as Category 4 and another states that oil/gas exploration will not 
be allowed within sight or sound of the river. Any category or stipul,ation 
that would allow possible surface disturbance or occupancy for oil/gas drilling 
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\ 
would not prtiect these special values and would not be in the public interest. 
A designation less than Category 4 would not allow for required protection or 
follow existing mandates. 

. 
Category 4 Stipulation for 42,241.58 Acres: No lease. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the area affected by the above 
proposed categories has been identified as f2c2, f2c3 and f2cS. Due to the 
ruggedness of the areas adjacent to the Green River, the only reasonable access 
for drilling purposes would have to be along the Green River and the canyons of 
its tributaries. The 1 mile buffer, as proposed above, would be closed to 
oil/gas exploration because of the Category 4 designation. Production of,oil 
and gas from the Peters Point and Jack Canyons near the northern end of the 
river corridor and recent discoveries of gas near the southern end of the 
corridor indicate that the chances of finding petroleum along the corridor, at 
least in these areas, is high with any oil/gas present not being available for 
production. 

b. Decision of Alternatives 

Category 4 designation is appropriate considering the 
National Landmark designation and recreational values and is recommended. 

c 

*-? -, /Jf’Q / 
Bate t 1 

) t.-: c/‘d 
Area igtanager: Price River Aesource Area 

4. Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry (Map #ll) 

a. Dinosaur Quarry Proper 

THe Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry proper (80 acres) was 
identified in the 1975 EA (f2 assigned). By the "NO Action" alternative the 
category designation made then and the affected acreage would remain the same. 

The dinosaur qurirry has been a major source of paleontclog 
1 i ?formatfon and continues to be 

iaregistered Id&tonal Landmark 
scientifically significant. It is c;rrretli: 

The major facilities are a visitor center, 
quarry displ-a .and campground ;hdch receives 3,000 to 4,000 visits per season. 
The facilitJr fS heavily used by university and school groups. 

Designating the 80-acre landmark as Category 3 with the 
below stipulation as was done in 1975 is necessary to ensure that the existing 
facilities present are not in any way damaged and that the public and scientific 
use of the area is not interferred with by the surface disturbances, noise and 
traffic associated with oil/gas exploration. Preserving the present relatively 
undisturbed conditions of the landscape is important for continued visitor 
enjoyment. Stipulations under a Category 2 designation can not adequately 
ensure that this National Landmark would be protected. 
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Category 3 Stipulation for 80 Acres: Occupancy or other 
activity on (legal subdivision) is not allowed under this 
lease. 

(1) Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential for the area has been identified 
as f2c3. The size of the quarry area is such that al 1 of the Category 3 area 
could be reached at depth by directional drilling. Increased costs would be 
experienced by any company desiring to drill in the area. 

(2) Decision on Alternatives 

Category 3 designation for the Cleveland-Lloyd Dino- 
saur Quarry proper is recommended. 

,,+i. (7.3 
bate 1 1 

b. Dinosaur Quarry Buffer 

The buffer to the Dinosaur Quarry was identified in the 
1975 EA. By the "No Action" alternative, the acreage and category designation 

c of the 1975 EA would remain in effect. 

“.. -- 

The values of the quarry itself were enumerated above. The 
buffer was identified by the Utah State Paleontologist as an area of significance 
about the dinosaur quarry. To allow for the protection of other possible bone 
deposits in the area and to attempt to maintain the visual character of the 
areasnear the visitor center and road access, any oil/gas exploration should be 
subject to special controls to ensure that same are protected. To this end the 
identified buffer is recommended for designation as a Category 2 area with the 
stipulation below which provides a rewritten stipulation. Any less strigent 
stipulation or Category I designation would not provide ample protection to the 
values present. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 2,480 Acres: A portion of the 
,. .:' lease arza ilegals) is within the Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur 

Quarry lluffer Zone. Any surface use or occupancy within 
these areas wi 11 be strictly controlled through close 
scruttny of any surface use plan filed to protect paleonto- 
logical values and the enjoyment of visitors to the quarry. 
Options held by the Federal Government include relocation 
of proposed wells and access road, coring of the upper 
portion of the drill hole or other measures deemed necessary 
by the Authorized Officer of the Bureau of Land Management. 
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-. (1) Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The area of the dinosaur quarry has been identified as 
f2c3 for oil/gas potential. Considering the terrain, adjustment of a proposed 
well or ,road l.ocation to avoid or minimize a negative impact on the quarry 
buffer zone would likely be possible. Increased cost of the proposed operation 
to the exploration company will occur in some cases. 

(2) Decision on Alternatives 

Category 2 designation for the Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur 
Quarry buffer and the stipulation is recommended. 

/ ;y /,. &+a ,/ ,r;,y 
Date 1 ‘ 

-J i 
‘y-L g. G -q, I ty tl:in!(!2/ 

Area Vanager, &ice Rivef/Resource Area 

5. Cedar Mountain Recreation Area (Map #12) 

The Cedar Vountain Recreation Area was identified in the 1975 
EA. By the below proposal the recreation area would remain in Category 3 
designation with a reduction in acreage from 671.53 to 104.89 acres. By the 
"NO Action" alternative the category designation and acreage would remain as 
identified in 1975. 

The recreation area was developed by the BLM in 1967 on the 
\ cliff line of Cedar Hountain. Facilities include a campground,.picnic tables 

and trails with a magnificent view of a large portion of the San Rafael Swell. 
The area is used by local residents and tourists. Use of the immediate area of 
the facilities for oil/gas exploration with associated roads, drill pads and 
equipment would be inconsistent with established use as a recreation area. A 
Category 2 designatfon with special stipulations would not provide adequate 
protection for the facilities or the public's use. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 104.89 Acres: Occupancy or other 
activity on the surface of (legal subdivision) is not allowed 
under this lease. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

potential as czc2. 
The recreation area is within an area identified for oil/gas 
Reduction of the Category 3 area by about 670 acres will 

provide that lnrrch more additional acreage to exploration companies which will 
be subject to only the standard stipulations. The remaining acreage in Category 
3 designation is small enough that a subsurface objective can easily be reached 
by directional drilling. 

. 
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\ 
-- b. Decision of Alternatives 

Category 3 designation for the Cedar Mountain Recreation 
Area is recommended. 

i 2//? f / ,q 
Date J ' 

S/-d. :: ;Y$L!-/ 
River )Wource Area 

6. Mexican Mountain Area (Map +13) 

The Mexican Mountain Area was identified in the 1975 EA as 
Categories 3 and 4. Ry the below proposal the area would be enlarged. By the 
"NO Action" alternative the acreage and designations would remain as they were 
as a result of the 1975 analysis. 

The area of the Mexican Mountain Area is an extremely rugged 
portion of the San Rafael Swell. It is dominated by outcrops on the dipslope 
of the Navajo sandstone characterized by massive, hummocky bed rock reflecting 
its sand dune origin. Soil development has occurred to a very limited degree' 
or not at all. Deep vertically walled canyons provide drainage to the nearby 
San Rafael River lying 1,000 feet or more below the Navajo outcrops. Because 
of the severe physiographic nature and desert climate of this area, oil/gas 
exploration with requisite road and pad construction would cause irreparable 

r damage to the physiographic features present with permanent scars resulting. 
Associated values present, including recreation and wildlife habitat (bighorn 

4 sheep and golden eagles), would be damaged by oil/gas exploration. A Category 3 
designation would provide ample protection for the values; however, due to the 
size of the area, the bulk of it would not be accessible by directional drilling. 
A large portion was. therefore, Placed in Cateqory 4. Stipulations available 
under Category 2 woild not proiihe necessary prot&tfon. ' 

Category 3,Stipulation for 6,493.63 Acres: Occupancy or other 
acttvrty on the surface of (legal subdtvrsfon) is not allowed 
under this lease. 

Cateqory 4 Stipulation for 9,228.63 Acres: No lease. 

a. Impact to Ofl/rjas Explcration 

The Mexican Mountain area has been identified as f2c2 for 
oil/gas poteMr1. That area designated as Category 3 would continue to be 
subject to exploration through directional drilling techniques at increased 
costs to the exploration company. The Category 4 designation would completely 
remove 9,228.63 acres from possible exploration and production of petroleum. 
The area has not been previously drilled. Favorable potential for production 
is believed to exist in complicated facies changes within the Hermosa formation. 
Any oil /gas present would not be present for production. 



-... 

19 

-. b. Decision on Alternatives 

Category 3 and 4 designations are recommended as presented. 

* 
’ 

bate 
/,’ I +/q-q i-- i; 3 ;I $?,LL/ 

I i Area Yanager, Price RivpFResource Area 

7. Interstate 70 Scenic Corridor (Map #14) 

and 4. 
The I-70 corridor was identified in the 1975 EA as Category 3 

A change in the 1975 designations is not proposed. By the "NO Action" 
alternative, designations and acreages would remain unchanged. 

This area includes high scenic values and is a small portion of 
a visual corridor identified along Interstate 70 through the San Rafael Swell 
Prior to completion of Interstate 70 across the San Rafael Swell, this area w& 
accessible only by unimproved dirt roads and was not visited extensively by the 
public. Today, in excess of 600,000 people yearly view the outstanding scenery 
that can be found along I-70 as it crosses the San Rafael Swell. Outstanding 
scenery varies from the sawtooth ridged San Rafael Reef and grass covered flats 
with sandstone mesas and pinnacles on each side of the road. Archaeological 
values present within the identified area includes the 8lack Dragon petroglyphs. 

The important resource in the I-70 corridor is the scenic value 
which can be enjoyed by the casual traveler passing through relatively untouched 
areas. If any of the phases of oil and gas development were to take place in 
this corridor, the scars of the activity would be visible for many years. If 
it were necessary to build an oil and gas access road in the corridor, it might 
lead to the opening of new trails and paths by careless individuals. These 
paths could be susceptible to erosion and deep lasting scars could result. 
Therefore, retention of the Category 3 (689.83 acres) and Category 4 (77.59 
acres) designations of. 1975 is recommended. 
not provide necessary'protectfon. 

Less restrictive categories would 

Category 3 Stipulation for 689.83 Acres: Occupancy or other 
activity on the surftce of (le~itl subdivision) is not allowed 
under this lease. 

CatMMY 4 Stipulation for 77.59 Acres: No lease. 

.’ a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

fied as f2c2. 
The oil/gas potential of the I-70 corridor has been identi- 

That area designated as Category 3 would continue to be subject 
to exploration through directional drilling techniques at increased costs to 
the exploration company. The Category 4 designation would completely remove 
77.59 acres from possible exploration and production of petroleum. 

.  

I  . ,  
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b. Decision on Altornatfves 

Category 3 and 4 designations are recommended as presented. 

5) ,’ #J, T;“3 :a/: 
Date i ’ ; 

’ %. &I *; .I,1 C! ~ 
Area tianager, Price River Rejource Area 

c. Watershed 

1. Scofield Reservoir (Map 815) 

a. Reservoir Proper 

Scofield Reservoir was not identified in the 1975 EA. 8y 
the "No Action" alternative, the reservoir would remain in the Category 1 
designation. 

Scofield Reservoir is the municipal watershed for most of 
Carbon County's population. The reservoir is in the upper drainage area of the 
Price River, which stores the water for downstream use by cities, industry and 
agriculture. The State of Utah has designated surface waters that serve as raw 
drinking water supplies as "antidegradation segment" which shall be protected 
to maintain existing quality. The State has also declared the waters of the 

‘/ Price River to the City of Price as a public water supply. Indfcatious are 

\ 
that the reservoir is advancing its state of eutrophication due to pollution 
from a variety of sources. Current mitigation includes new county ordinances 
to prevent or control additional impacts to water quality. 

Scoffeld Reservoir also provides for lake-based recreational 
activities including dampf ng, fishing, boating, water skiing and snowmobiling. 
Recreational housing is present at several locations. 

For the reasons above, drilling of an oil/gas well on the 
reservoir would be unreasonable. Due to the one-half mile buffer zone idnntified 
below and the policy to not create Category 3 areas wider than one-half mile 
when approachable frons only one side, the area of the reservoir necessarily is 
recommended for desfgnatfon as Cdtagory 4 -4th the stipulation belcm. Cate:;;iry 
4 designation would be consistent :qith coun,ty planning documei\tS. Catqzy % 
stipulati onSka~not offer adequate protection for the reservoir. 

:i. 
Category 4 Stipulation for 2,093 Acres: No lease. 

(1) In@act to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The Scoffeld Reservoir area has been identified as 
f2c3. About 2,093 acres would be removed from possible exploration. Large 
scale faultf ng in the area of the reservoir may provide traps for petroleum 
accumulations. Excluding exploration would not allow for discovery of' poten- 
tially significant oil/gas resource. 
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is recommended. 
Category 4 designation for Scofield Reservoir proper 

c 

,.J /;-A p.< 
Date ' ' 

L ( 34.: ;.I .‘I tL’4 
,Cdrice RijeE Resource Area 

b. Reservoir Suffer 

The Scofield Reservoir buffer was not identified in the 
1975 EA. By the "No Action" alternative, the reservoir buffer would remain 
under a Category 1 designation. 

The values of Scofield Reservoir have been enumerated 
above. For the same reasons, the municipal watershed and recreational opportun- 
ities could be seriously affected by any oil/gas exploration activity in or 
near the watershed. Surface disturbance would increase sediment loading to the 
lake which has been shown to be a prime cause of accelerated eutrophication. 
The potential for a spill from pits or a well could cause serious impacts to 
both fish, recreation and the public water supply. The very presence of a well 
near the reservoir would provide public consternation because of negative 
impacts that might occur. . 

./ A Category 3 designation is recommended for a one-half inile 

\ 
buffer around Scofield Reservoir smith the below stipulation. A stipulation 
under a Category 2 designation can not ensure that sediment loading or potential 
spills into the reservoir would not occur. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 1,740.02 Acres: Occupancy or 
other activity on the surface of (legal subdivision) is not 
allowed under this lease. 

(‘1) Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

is identified as f2c3. 
The oil /gas potential for the Scofield Reservoir area 

The Category 3 designation would affect only a small 
portion cf the reservoir's perimeter since most of the oil/gas estate is lot 
owcef by ,:he Federal ~Zavernment. These par:els owned by the :;o'tiernment ~3uld 
still be drilled using directional drilling. 
companf es mid .be increased costs. 

Impact to oil/gas exploration 

(2) Decision on Alternatives 

Designation of the Scofield Reservoir buffer as 
Category 3 is recommended. 

,&/ c 3 1.'. 
Date 4 

9; 65 &,r f . - .?*.Cfd 
Area tianager, Price ReCr Resource Area 
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\ 2.'. High Country Uatershed (Map #lQ) 

The High Country tiatershed was not identified in the 1975 EA. 
\ By the "?lo Action" alternative this wat2rshed area would not be identified in 

the category system. 

The High Country Natershed includes the West Tavaputs Plateau 
and the Wasatch Plateau. The West Tavaputs Plateau includes the Book and Roan 
Cliffs where elevations range from 4,800 feet to over 10,000 feet. The area is 
characterized by extreme relief with average slopes often exceeding 80 percent. 
The area is a serious watershed problem due to steep slopes with highly erodable 
soils and geologic formations. Oil/gas exploration could cause serious damage 
to the fragile watershed should construction occur on slopes greater than 50 
percent or if surface disturbing activities or occupancy occurred while soils 
are excessively moist. Road or pad construction in drainage bottoms could 
cause significant soil erosion during periods of flood. Numerous springs have 
also been identified in the high country, used by wildlife and livestock. Flow 
from springs might be interrupted by improper placement of drill holes, roads 
or pads. The most practical means of protecting the important and fragile 
values of the high country is by a Category 2 designation with stipulations to 
allow protection of steep slopes, saturated soils, springs and floodplains of 
perennial streams as stated below. Less restrictive stipulations were considered 
but were found not to provide adequate protection of values present. Category 
1 does not protect these values nor provide the lessee knowledge of the values 

/ present prior to leasing. 

Category 2 Stipulations for 476,200.90 Acres: 1) In order to 
minimize watershed damage, exploration, drilling, and other 
development activity will be ailowed only during the period from 
Apri 1 30 to November 1. This limitation does not apply to 
maintenance and operation of producing wells. Exceptions to 
this limitation in any year may be specifically authorized in 
writing by, the Authorized Officer of the Bureau of Land :danage- 
ment. 

2) Occupancy or other surface disturbance will not be al'iowed 
withfn 330 feet’l>f the cerlterline or within the 100 year recur- 
rence intervdi flxdplain, wi;ichcvr:r is great2r, of the perennial 
streams. This dl;idncc .my 22 m?:i iid +0en spec i fica? ly approved 
in writing by the Authorized Offic2r of the Bureau of Land 

_ Management. 

3) Construction of access roads and drill pads on slopes in 
.excess of 30 percent will require special design standards to 
minimize watershed damage. Drilling operations and any associated 
construction activities on slopes in excess of 50 percent may 
require directional drilling to prevent damage to the watershed. 
Exceptions to the limitations may be specifically authorized in 
writing by the Authorized Officer of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. 
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-. 4) Occupancy or other surface disturbance will not be allowed 
within 660 feet of springs, whether flowing or not. This 
distance may be modified when specifically approved in writing 
by the Authorized Officer of the Bureau of Land Management. 

3. ITpact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential for the watershed area varies from 
f2c4 to f2c2. Seasonal restrictions of the type proposed above would not have 
any significant impact on Oi?/gaS exploration so long as a well, once begun, 
could be drilled to completion. The stipulation on floodplains, if strictly 
enforced, could prevent road or pad construction in canyon bottoms which often 
are the most logical or only available locations for such facilities. Dis- 
al?owing occupancy of a floodplain as well as steep slopes in some areas may 
prevent exploration on any part of a lease. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

The High Country Watershed can only be protected by designa- 
tion as Category 2 with the above three stipulations and such designation is 
recommended. Conflicts that may arise with oil/gas exploration will be resolved 
on a case-by-case basis. 

1.7 .!/ L/r/ “.T $:I / Em $, , (, !‘/” -\ c- . . a- 
ate' Area Manager, Price Rlvgr/Resource Area 

3. San Rafael Watershed (Map $17) 

The San Rafael rratershed was not identified by the 1975 EA. By 
the "No Action" alternative, the watershed would remain under a Category 1 
designation. 

The identified watershed includes an extremely rugged area made 
up to a large degree of barren rock outcrop exgosed.by cliffs and canyon walls. 
Slopes over much of the area exceeds 50 percent. Soil development has not been 
C-i:ti?tlSiVi!. Because of the severe physiographic nature and desert climate of 
tifs area, oi; /gas exploration w-?th requisit e road and pad construction WOu'Id 
c.+ti:l;s irrt:paraSle oa:zage to the pQsiographic features present with peraane;?t 
scars resulttng. Associated values present include wildlife habitat (bighorn 
sheep and g&i&ti eagles) and recreation which would be damaged by oil/gas 
exploration. A Category 2 designation is recommended with the stipulations 
below. Less restrictive stipulation or Category 1 designation would not 
provide necessary protection. 

Category 2 Stipulations for 67,697.62 Acres: 1) In order to 
minimize watershed dama 

9 
e, 

development activity wi 
exp?oration, drilling and other 

1 be allowed only during the period from 
April 30 to November 1. This limitation does not apply to 
maintenance and operation of producing wells. Exceptions to 
this limitation in,any year may be specifically authorized in 
writing by the Authorized Officer of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. , 



24 

-. 2) Occupancy or other Surface disturbance will not be allowed 
within 660 feet of springs, whether flowing or not. This distance 
may be modified when speCifiCa??y approved in writing by the 
Authorized Officer of the Bureau of Land Management. 

3) Construction of access roads and drill pads on slopes in 
excess of 30 percent will require special design standards to 
minimize watershed damage. Drilling operations and any associated 
construction activities on slopes in excess of 50 percent will 
not be allowed. Exceptions to the limitations may be specifically 
authorized in writing by the Authorized Officer of the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential for the watershed area varies from 
f2c4 to f2c2. Seasonal restrictions of the type proposed above would not have 
any significant impact on oil/gas exploration so long as a well, once begun, 
could be drilled to completion. The stipulation on springs, if strictly 
enforced, would prevent road or pad construction near springs. Disallowing 
occupancy of a steep slopes in some areas may prevent exploration on any part 
of a lease. 

b. Decision on Alternatives . 

\ 
The San Rafael watershed can only be protected by designa- 

tion as Category 2 with the above three stipulations and such designation is 
recommended. Conflicts that ;nay arise with proposed oil/gas exploration will 
be resolved on a case-by-case basis. 

. 
2 &, ;‘L,‘.‘[L,L 

Area Manager, Price River aesource Area 

4. Flocdplafns of Perennial Streams Below Book Cliffs and Wasatc? 
Gaau (Hap #18) 

Flocdp:ains were not id:?ntified in the 1975 EA resulting in a 
Categar~ I. designaeIon. By the "Xo :(::i:ion" alternative, floodplains would 
remain.as designated in 1975. 

. The floodplains of the identified perennial streams are subject 
to inundation which poses a hazard to oil/gas facilities such as mud pits, oil 
tanks, pipelines and roads which may cause major contamination of streams. All 
streams and floodplains provide wildlife habitat and water for livestock. Most 
cross saline soils which are an important contributor of salt to the Colorado 
River system. In accordance with Executive Order 11988 and BLM Manual 7221, 
surface disturbances and permanent facil ites should not be allowed within the 
area of the 100.year recurrence interval flood depth. A Category 2 designation 
is recommended with the below stipulation. The values associated with perennial 
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\ 
stream floodplains must be protected from pollution. Notification to a potential 
lessee of requirements to protect same are not available with a Class 1 designa- 
tion. Less restrictive stipulations in Category 2 would not offer necessary 
protection. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 7,139 Acres: Occupancy or other 
surface disturbance will not be allowed within 330 feet of the 
centerline or within the loo-year recurrence interval floodplain 
of the perennial stream (insert name). This distance may be 
modified when specifically approved in writing by the Authorized 
Officer of the Bureau of Land Management. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The areas of floodplains have been identified as f2c2, f2c3 
and f2c4. Avoidance of perennial streams in the relatively flat country, 
except for required road crossing would not have any impact on oil/gas explora- 
tion. However, where the terrain is so rugged that the canyons and their 
floodplains provide the most likely choice for access roads and pads, outright 
denial of that choice may preclude the most logical (from the perspective of 
exploration companies) options for facility locations available on a lease 
hold. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

Designation of the identified floodplains as Category 2 and 
\ the stipulation is recommended. Conflicts that may arise with proposed oil/gas 

exploration will be resolved on a case-by-case basis. 

/3/p / p.7 
Date l 1 

7 

f AN- 2. c;l 4. j f the <i’LLid 
Area Manager, Price Riye6 Resource Area 

5. Springs (Map 319) 

Springs were not identified in the 1975 EA. By the "Yo Action" 
alternative the area of springs would remain in Category I. 

Ike to the aridity of the area, springs are essential to ?i:!e- 
stock, wildI)f&and other users for survival. Drilling of oil/gas exploration 
holes or road& pad.construction may interfere or stop production of water at 
springs. A Crtegory 2 designation with the below stipulation is recommended 
for isolated springs. Less restrictive stipulations do not offer adequate 
protection for springs. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 3,641.71 Acres: Occupancy or other 
surface disturbance will not be all owed within 660 feet of 
springs, whether flowing or not. This distance may be modified 
when specifically approved in ;(rriting by the Authorized Officer 
of the Bureau of Land Management. 



26 

-. a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of springs are identified as f2c2, 
f2c3 and f2c4. The isolated 40- or SO-acre parcels with the proposed designation 
would not have significant impact on oil/gas exploration. Directional drilling 
and/or relocation of well site would be available as needed. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

Designation of isolated springs as Category 2 with the 
stipulation is recommended. Conflicts that may arise will be resolved on a 
case-by-case basis. 

[ -- -h. 1, &J/c 2 
Date 1 I 

c - <z* & I?- I ‘I,,/ 1 y./ 
Area Planager, Price River Resource Area 

6. Olsen Reservoir (Nap #20) 

Olsen Reservoir was not identified in the 1975 EA. The existing 
Category 1 designation would remain in effect under the "NO Action" alternative. 

The reservoir is used as a dependable water source for irrigation 
of farm land with ancilliary use as waterfowl habitat and recreational hunting. 
Location of oil/gas well exploration/production facilities on or near the 
reservoir would not be compatible with current uses. A Category 3 designation 

\ is recommended, with the stipulation below. Category 3 designation would 
provide "no surface occupancy" protection to the shore line and adjacent drainage 

necessary to preserve water quality but not avail able with 
ignation. 

areas which is 
Category 2 des 

Category 3 Stipulation for 160 Acres: Occupancy or other activity 
on thesurface of (legal subdivision) is not allowed under this 
lease.' 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The area of Olsen Reservoir has been i&nti fied as f2c3. 
Due to,the size of the proposed designation, my point wit!: in the lrea cculd 5e 
reached by d@ectional drilling. The only impact to the exploration company 
would be incmsdd cost. .". 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

as presented. 
Category 3 designation of the Olsen Reservoir is recommended 

1 
/;:: ‘4 +’ .F:T -7L XML E, B/.,4 t/ ‘. Cid 

Date 1 k Area idanager, Price Ri ,'er Resource Area 
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0. :Jirdli fe 

1. Elk Critical Ninter Range (Map #21) 
. 

The entire area of elk critical winter range identified in this 
document is an addition to the 1975 environmental assessment because this 
habitat value was not identified at that time. The "Ho Action" alternative 
under this current analysis would be to allow the elk critical winter habitat 
to remain in the Category 1 designation. 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Utah Division of Yildlife 
Resources (UDWR) has identified critically valued elk winter range in the Upper 
Gordon Creek, Spring Canyon and Serviceberry Canyon areas which has been 
accepted in previous portions of this land use plan as elk critical winter 
range. These areas provide habitat for a significant protion of the largest 
elk herd in Utah during the winter season. These critical habitats are charac- 
terized by a unique association of wind blown ridge tops which provide winter 
forage areas and adjoining heavily forested slopes Hhich provide critically 
valued thermal cover. The State has classified elk as a species of high inter- 
est. 

Disturbance to wintering elk by oil/gas development activities 
primarily involve human access into areas normally closed by deep snow during 
the winter season as well as noise and physical loss of habitat associated with 
construction activities required for oil/gas exploration. The successful 
completion of a well would result in placement of production facilities for the 

\ long term which would result in long term loss of winter habitat. Elk are very 
intolerant of such activities and would be displaced up to 0.5 mile from habitats 
adjacent to areas of disturbance. Such displacement could seriously impair the 
ability of individual elk to survive harsh winter conditions and could result 
in high winter mortality in the event of large scale oil/gas development in or 
near these critical habitat areas. 

A seasonal restriction on activities associated with well drilling 
is needed to prevent disturbance to wintering elk. This could be accomplished 
with a special stipulation under a Category 2 designation as noted 5elou. 
Should the elk critical habitats remain in Category 1, the lessees ;~cu!d contl'r:? 
to be tinaulare of %hese critical values unti.1 .:,he time of orOvi:i;i>J Gotice of 2 
pending drilling operation resulting in Mrdsnip :o tile lessee or l-sfncLh;Ik 
winter habit&due to drilling operations during the winter season. 
case of pro&don facflitf es on these critical winter ranges, on and/or off- 
site mitigatfon may be required of the operator to Offset long term impacts as 
approved by the WP. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 9,682.79 Acres: In order to protect 
elk critical winter range, exploration, drilling and other 
development activity will be allowed only during the period Xay 
16 through October 31. This limitation does not apply to mainten- 
ance and operation of producing wells. Exceptions to this 
limitation in any year may be specifically authorized in writing 
by the Authorized Officer of the Bureau of Land Management. 
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\ 
-. a. Iaoact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential Gf the areas identified as elk critical 
winter range have been identified as f2~3 except for about 640 acres in or near 
the GGrdGfI Creek Known Geologic Structure (KGS) (f2c4). The success of a well 
drilled with the same equipment and procedure would be equally successful 
whether drilled one year or the next. A seasonal restriction of the type 
proposed above would have very little impact on Oil/ gas wells that could 3e 
completed (pad/road construction through Iire completion) within 170 days as 
allotted by the proposal when the operator/lessee would be notified of the tir2e 
restriction in the lease agreement. However, in the case of deep or complicated 
drilling, the lessee/operator could be seriously affected if the time restriction 
was strictly enforced with resulting shut-down of the operations. 

5. Decision on A tzrnativns 

Category 2 designation for identified elk critical winter 
ranges and the stipulation are recommended. Conflicts that may arise witn 
proposed oil/gas exploration will be resolved on a case-by-case basis. 

/” i;d-i I’ (7 7 
Date ( s 

4 

4 ,’ 
i ..‘-r, <. Z.& ::‘,:/, L/d 

Area Manager, Price River/R&source Area 

c 2. Yoose Critical Ilinter !Iange Map ?22) 

L :loose critical ranges were not identified in the 1975 EA because 
transplants occurred in 1973. 8y the "210 Action" alternative the moose range 
would remain designated Category 1. 

Thirty-nine moose were introduced into an area near Scofield 
Reservoir in 1972 and 1973. Since then the herd has expanded its range in the 
general area. The critical habitat consists of a unique association of riparian 
willow communities an'd adjoining heavily forested slopes. Winter forage is 
provided by the willow communities while the forested slopes provide crit!calll/ 
valued thermal cover. Deep winter SilGWS force moose into these areas a:ld 
52ver21;/ restrict movements. 

A Category 2 designz:ion .plith the below stipulation is ,:r-edzd k 
protect the w$as where moose winter from possible oil/gas exploration. Less 
restrictive Wptilatfons or Category 1 designation would not ensure that ?rotec- 
tive ~easur&‘would be included in proposed exploration plans. In the case of 
production facilities on these critical winter ranges, on and/or off-site 
mitigation may be required of the operator to off-set long term impacts as 
approved by the ilFP. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 3,808.5 Acres: In order to protect 
critical habitat area tor wintering rqoose, exploration, drilling 
and other development activity will be allowed from from May 16 
to October 31 only. This limitation does not apply to mainten- 
ilnce and operation of producing wells. Exceptions to this 
limitation in any year may be specifically authorized by the 
Authorized Officer of the bureau of Land Management. 
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-’ a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the moose critical habitat has 
been identified as f2c3. 
have insignificant 

A seasonal stipulation of the type proposed should 
impacts on exploration if the lessee is forewarned of the 

restriction and would not be required to close down operations once they had 
commenced. 

h. Decision on Alternatives 

The moose critical winter ranges identified can only be 
protected by designation as Category 2 with the above stipulation and such 
designation is recommended. Conflicts that may arise with proposed oil/gas 
exploration will be resolved on a case-by-case basis. 

iz-‘l!k+i G/’ 

- Date i ! 

& 
/ (y 2 -& .:j 6.j c, 

Area i4anageF, ?rice 3iyor &;iaurce Area 

3. Icelander .Intelope Fawning Area (Map #23) 

1975 EA. 
The Icelander Antelope Fawning Area was not identified in the 

Ry the "No Action" alt2rnative the fawning area would remain in 
Category 1. 

This relatively small area of the Icelander antelope herd supports 
the highest concentration of antelope on a yearlong basis. Fawning has been 
verified in the area but is widely dispersed. During the fawning period 
pregnant does isolate themselves in areas providing succulent forage and low 
cover. The does are very restricted in travel during this time and remain in 
the general area for several days after the fawn is dropped. During this time 
of isolation, the doe and fawn are highly vulnerable to predators. Disturbance 
of antelope by oil /ga,s exploration activities during the fawning period may 
cause does to abort or make does and fawns more vulnerable to predators because 
of untimely displacement. 

A S-week seaso:al rsstriction is recommended as 2 stioulztion 
under a Category 2 designation a; noted 
this critical Terlod. This stfFul;!-eion 

below to prztect dces >::.I f&s uurinq 
is the least restricti,ze or.2 .2vai‘iaSlnl: 

under Category 2. Under Category 1 the lessee would not he informed of tnis 
possible restriCtion until after filing to drill an exploration well and at 
that point needed protection may not be possible. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 36,981.13 Acres: In order to protect 
antelope fawning, exploration, drilmd other development 
activity will be allowed only from June 21 to May 14. This 
limitation does not apply to maintenance and operation of produc- 
ing wells. Exceptions to this limitation in any year may be 
specifically authorized in writing by the Authorized Officer of 

.the Bureau of Land Management. 
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a. Iqact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The fayrning area is *rJithin an area identified as f2c4 for 
oil/gas potential and includes the Grassy Trail oil field which is being actively 
developed and produced. Since lease terms carry through the life of production, 
the existing producing leases will probably persist for the life of the field 
without this requirement. However, efforts to avoid conflicts with fawning 
antelope from additional wells and roads during this 5-week period have been 
successfully negotiated with the oil company. Requiring a lessee to avoid 
additional dis-turbances over this period would not have any appreciabl c impact 
on oil/gas exploration. 

b, Decision on Alternatives 

The critical antelope fawning period can only be protected 
by designation of the area as Category 2 witn the stipulation as proposed and 
such is recommended. Conflicts that may arise with proposed oil/gas exploration 
will be resolved on a case-by-case basis. 

r-1 I; 4 ,*.’ ‘3 ; 
Date .'( : '- 

f ( Z>/!(‘ C/L&f/ / 
Area itanager, Price River desource Area 

3. Icelander Antelope !Jater Catchments (Map $24) 

\ 
The Icelander Antelope !tlater Catchments were not identified in 

the 1975 since they had not been constructed at that time. Ry the "20 Action" 
alternative, the catchments would remain under Category 1 designation. 

These water catchments are located and designed to provide 
reliable water for antelope and improve their distribution. The catchments 
represent a substantial investment with each costing around $6,000. Surface 
disturbance and/or surface facilities located within 0.25 mile of these catch- 
ments woul4 reduce their effectiveness. Oepending on the scale of the oil/gas 
explcration activity, antelope use of the catchments would be significantly 
reduced. Location of roads or pads within the 0.25m?le buffer zones is provided 
for in the WP When impacts to the catchnents arc fully !ritis::tl:d (replar?l 
elsewhere). 

A-Category 2 designation ts, recommcrtded with the below stipula- 
tion. Less restrictive stipulations or Category 1 designation could not protect 
the investment of the public's money nor ensure their continued effectiveness 
for antelope. 

Cateqory 2 Stipulation for 317.17 Acres: Occupancy or other 
Gtace drsturbance will not be al lowed within 0.25 miles of 
antelope water catchments. This distance may be modified when 
specifically improved in ntiriting by the Authorized Officer of 
the Bureau of Land Management. 

. 
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\ 
_. a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential in the area of the catchments has 
been identified as f2c4. The restriction proposed on the area of the catchnent 
would allow for directional drilling and conceivably, upon receipt of a proposal 
for exploration, 
low use season. 

an alternative could be developed to allow drilling during a 
A significant impact to Oil/gas exploration is not anticipated. 

5. Decision on Al t?rnative 

The antelope water catchments should be protected. The 
Category 2 designation and associated stipulation is recommended as proposed. 
Conflicts that may arise with proposed oil/gas exploration will be resolved on 
a case-by-case basis. 

/ (-- ” 
i ? /’ ,/ * ! -*, 

Date 1 8 
G . ‘&-, qf~~l~q~ ,yA,‘& de 

Area Yanager, Price Rive1 Resource. Arad 

5. Mounds Reef Antelope Travel Corridor (Nap ii251 

The Mounds Reef antelope travel corridor was not identified in 
the 197s EA. By the "iJo Action" alternative, the travel corridor :vould remain 
under Category 1 designation. 

r 
The Younds Reef is a long relatively unbroken ridge character- 

\ ized by excessively steep slopes and cliff formation. The ridge, an effective 
antelope barrier, bisects a significant protion of the high priority habitat in 
the Icelander antelope herd. The identified travel corridor is a shallow, 
sloping, narrow canyon breaking the reef and connects two segments of high 
priority antelope habitat. The canyon supports a high degree of use from 
antelope traveling bettieen the two habitat areas. Construction of roads, drill 
pads or other oil/gas related facilities would reduce acceptibility of this 
narrow travel corridor by antelope. Resulting restricted access would create a 
shadow effect reducing antelope use in the area of the corridor. Location of 
roads {jr pads wit: in the 0.3-mile buffer zone is provided for in the i1FP when 
irlpacts 'XI !:he travel corridor are fully mitigated. 

A t2teg;r.y 2 dtisignation T;Jith the below stipulation is recommendI?6~ 
to protect tko corridor. Less restrictive stipulations or a Category 1 designa- 
tion would not provide ample protection to the antelope travel corridor. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 170 Acres: Occupancy or other surface 
disturbance wilt not be allowed within 0.3 miles of the antelope 
travel corridor. This distance may be modified when specifically 
approved in writing by the Authorized Officer of the Bureau of 
Land Management. 
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\ 
-. a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of the corridor is identified as 
f2cS. . The size of the identified area is such that all of the Category 2 area 
could be reached at depth by directional drilling or any desired location 
offset. Significant impacts would not occur. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

A Category 2 designation with the stipulation is recomnended. 
Conflicts that may arise with proposed oil/gas exploration will be resolved on 
a case-by-case basis. 

“,I 4!clt ,.. d/ 
Date 1 1 '. 
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5. Yule Deer Critical Idinter Habitat (Map 826) 

Mule deer critical winter habitat was identified in the 1375 EA 
(84 and 5 assigned). A substantial increase in the acreage identified for same 
has resulted from additional field study. Sy the "No Action" al t9rnative, the 
areas previously identified as Category 2 would not be changed. 

c The Green River, Soldier Creek, Range Creek, Bear Creek and 
Little Park mule deer critical winter range are recognized by Utah i)ivision of 

L Wildlife Resources and the EILY as critically valued winter range for herd unit 
278. These areas dere noted as supporting large numbers of wintering deer as 
early as the 1360's. Mule deer are classified as a high interest species to 
the State by UDWR. Critical winter ranges are areas supporting exceptionally 
high, concentrations of mule deer in relatively small areas at the lower extremes 
of mule deer range. Physical demands placed on mule deer in these critical 
ranges during the winter period ar e far greater than any other period and 
depending on winter severity results in varying degrees of winter mortality. 
Impacts of oil and gas 3ctivitfes include disturbance resulting from human 

.acce::s into this area (normally closed by winter snow conditions) and construc- 
t:iun ;;c:ivities r:lq+ed to Fuploration .;nd drilling. Long term loss of habitat 
?*c:*u'i'-,ing 2rom prr&i..:tfon Sacilit:'es ~ouid also negatively impact mull deer in 
th.i 3 arez. Mule .&!cr Oould be di srj': ace<l 117 to 0 .25 !ililes frcm habitats adjaczni; 
to dri 11 sites, regularly traveled roads and production facilities. 

To protect these deer crf tical winter habitat values, a seasonal 
restriction on oil/gas activities is necessary to prevent unnecessary disturbance 
of wintering deer. Such a restriction is available under a Category 2 designa- 
tion with the stipulation below. A less restrictive stipulation or Category 1 
designation would not provide ample protection. On and/or off-site mitigation 
of long term impacts of production facilities may be required of the operator 
as approved in the i4FP. 
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-- Category 2 Stipulation for 98,256.97 Acres: In order to protect 
critical deer winter range, exploration, drilling and other 
development activity will be allowed only from Hay 16 to kto- 
ber 31. This 1 imitation does not apply to maintenance and 
operation of producing wells. Exceptions to this limitation in 
any year may be specifically authorized in writing by the 
Authorized Officer of the Bureau of Land Planagement. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential for areas identified as deer critical 
winter range have been identified as fZc4, f2c3 and f2c2. The success of a 
well drilled with the same equipment and procedure would be equally successful 
whether drilled one year or the next. A seasonal restriction of the type 
proposed above would have very little impact on oil/ gas ;dells that could be 
completed (pad/road construction through well completion) within 173 days as 
allotted by tne proposal when the operator/lessee would be notified of the time 
restriction in the lease agreement. However, in the case of deep or complicated 
drilling, the lessee/operator could be seriously affected if the time restriction 
was strictly enforced with resulting shut-down of the operations. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

The Category 2 designation with associated stipulation is 
/ recommended for the identified deer critical winter range. Conflicts that may 

t 
arise witn proposed oil/gas exploration will be resolved on a case-by-case 
basis. 

7. Lower Fish Creek !4ule Deer and Hoose Critical Yinter Range 
(Map ~27) 

This combination area of critical deer and moose habitat was no: 
identiffed in the 1975 EA. By the "No Action" alternative the area would 
reinai n in Cazegory 1. 

Use of the identifizti area in winter months include large !iulnb%: 
of wintering deer and moose. Mule deer and moose are both classified as hi n 
interest species'by the State of lltah. 1 Moose, introduced to the area in 19 3- 
1974, rely h&fly on the riparian willow community along Lower Fish Creek. 
Willow cotnmunfties are especially important where they adjoin Douglas Fir and 
aspen communities. Although important year-round, moose in these habitat areas 
are most impacted by disturbances occurring in winter as are the deer. Oil/gas 
exploration activities would cause areas that are normally closed to human 
access by winter snow conditions to be opened. Human access and drilling/ 
production activity would displace the deer and moose from habitats up to 0.25 
miles from drill pads and roads. Production facilities would result in long 
term loss of habitat. 
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\ 
-. A Category 2 designation with the below seasonal stipulation is 

recommended to protect this Cri tiCa habitat area. The proposed stipulation is 
the least restrictive stipulations available under Category 2 which would offer 

. any protection to the identified wildlife values. A Category 1 designation 
WOIJ~~ not ensure that the moose and deer habitat would be adequately protected. 
On and/or off-site mitigation of long-tWm impacts of production facilities may 
be required of the operator as approved in the illFP. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 2,328.92 Acres: In order to protect 
critical mule deer/moose habitat area, exploration, drilling and 
other development activity will be allowed only during the 
period from May 16 to October 31. This limitation does not 
apply to maintenace and operation of producing wells. Exceptions 
to this limitation in any year may be specifically authorized in 
writing by the Authorized Officer of the 2ureau of Land Xanage- 
ment. 

a. Intact to Oil/Sas Exploration 

( 

The oil/gas potmtial for the critical deer/moose area is 
identified as f2c3. The success of a well drilled with the same equipment and 
procedure would be equally successful whether drilled one year or the next. A 
seasonal restriction of the type proposed above would haveevery little impact 
on oil/gas wells that could be completed (pad/road construction through well 
completion) within 170 days as allotted by the proposal when the operator/lessee 
would be notified of the time restriction in the lease agreement. However, in 
the case of deep or complicated drilling the lessee/ operator could be seriously 
affected if the time restriction was strictly enforced with resulting shut-down 
of the operations. 

b. Decision on Alternatives 

Designation of the deer/moose area as Category 2 with the 
stipulation is recommended. Conflicts that may develop between oil /gas explor- 
aticn and 
basis. 

protection of the wildlife habitat w? 11 resoived on a caseiby-case 

a. Gordon Creek !+lule Deer Critical/Elk High Priority Winter Range 
(Map 128) 

The Gordon Creek deer/elk range was identified in the 1975 EA as 
a critical deer winter range (#5 assigned) but encompassed a smaller area. By 
the "No Action" alternative, the smaller area would remain under Category 2 
designation for deer only. 
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-. The Gordon Creek mule deer critical winter range/elk high priority 

winter range area is recognized by iJDWR and EL?! as critically valued winter 
range for mule deer and high priority winter range for elk in the Yanti herd 
unit. Mule deer critical winter range represents the majority of the identified 
area. Elk high priority range includes the west half of the area, Mule deer 
critical winter ranges are areas supporting exceptionally high concentrations 
of mule deer in relatively small areas at the lower extremes of mule deer 
range. The elk high priority winter range included in this delineation is 
rapidly increasing in importance to wintering elk. Substantial increases in 
the number of wintering elk have been observed over the past 3 years with over 
200 elk being observed in this area the winter of 1982-83. The Gordon Creek 
mule deer critical winter range supports the highest concentration of mule deer 
in the Resource Area. The Gordon Creek area is currently confronted with known 
deficiencies of winter forage and thermal cover and is under an intensified 
management plan to resolve these deficiencies. 

Impacts of oil and gas activities to mule deer and elk in the 
Gordon Creek area involve disturbance resulting from human access into the area 
(normally closed by snow conditions) and construction activities related to 
exploration and drilling. Long term loss of habitat resulting from production 
facilities :vould also negatively impact mule deer and elk in this area. 4lulc 
deer and elk would be displaced up to 0.5 miles from drilling sites, regularly 
traveled roads and production facilities. 

r A Category 2 designation with the below stipulation is recommended 
to protect the deer and elk during the \qinter months. A less restrictive 

\ stipulation or Category 1 designation would not provide adequate protection. 
On and/or off-site mitigation of long-term impacts of production facilities inay 
be required of the operator as approved in the VFP. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 40,560.68 Acres: In order to protect 
critical deer winter range/elk high priority range, exploration, 
drilling and other development activity will be allowed only 
during'the period Flay 15 to October 31. This limitation does 
not apply to maintenance and operation of producing wells. 
Exceptions to this limitation in any year may be specifi;dlYy 
authorized fn tiriting by the iiuthorized Off<cer of *,he Jur?.Au of 
Land Flanagement. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The deer/elk area has been identified as f2/c3 for oil/gas 
potential. The success of a well drilled with the same equipment and procedure 
would be equally successful whether drilled one year or the next. A seasonal 
restriction of the type proposed above would have very little impact on oil/gas 
wells that could be completed (pad/road construction through well completion) 
within 170 days as allotted by the proposal when the operator/lessee would be 
notified of the time restriction in the lease agreement. However, in the case 
of deep or complicated drilling, the lessee/operator could be seriously affected 
if the time restriction was strictly enforced with resulting shut-down of the 
operations. 
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k - b. Decision on Alternatives 

The Gordon Creek deer/elk area is recommended for designation 
as Category 2 with the stipulation. Conflicts between oil/gas exploration and 
the habitat values that may develop will be resolved on a case-by-case basis. 

rA/lf/ 3.; 
Date ' ' 

& 
7, ** q-f- 2 a;! j/.&l 

Area Ya&er, Price Ri;e+ Re<ource Area 

9. North San Rafael Bighorn Sheep Area (Map #29) 

The Bighorn sheep area was not identified in the 1975 EA. By 
the "No Action" alternative, the area would remain under Category 1 designa- 
tion. 

A total of 24 bighorn sheep were reintroduced into the South San 
Rafael bighorn sheep habitat area in 1978 and 1982. Some of these sheep have 
been observed in the North San Rafael habitat area. The most critical aspect 
of bighorn sheep life cycle is the lambing period (Yay 1 to June 15). Lambing 
occurs in areas close to water and ewes suckling lambs remain within 1 mile of 
water. 
or to be 

Disturbance to sheep during the lambing period can cause ewes to abort 

tion. 
displaced from preferred habitats, making them vulnerable to predata- 

Category 2 designation with seasonal restriction prohibiting exploration 
./ and other related activities during the lambing period would provide adequate 

L 
protection for this establishing bighorn sheep herd. More stringent restrictions 
may be required bvhen the population builds and actual lambing areas can be 
identified. Less restrictive stipulations or Category 1 designation would not 
provide adequate protection to the sheep. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 6,742.36 Acres: In order to protect 
lalabing bighorn sheep, exploration, drilling and other development 
activity will be allowed only from June 16 to April 30. This 
limitdtion does not apply to-maintenance and operation of producing 
wells. ExcePtions to this limitation in any year may be specif- 
iczily autilofized -in uri ting by the Authorized Officer of the 
federal surface ma:~agement agenc:f. 

a. &oact on Oi?/G25 :x31c.pr13C81 I_-- 

The area identified as sheep habitat has been identified as 
having f2c2 potential. The success of a well drilled with the same equipment 
and procedure would be equally successful whether drilled one year or the next. 
A seasonal restrfction of the type proposed above would have very little impact 
on oil/gas wells that could be completed (pad/road construction through well 
completion) within 318 days as al lotted by the proposal when the operator/lessee 
would be notified of the time restriction in the lease agreement. However, in 
the case of deep or complicated drilling, the lessee/operator could be seriously 
affected if the time restriction was strictly enforced with resulting shut-down 
of the operations. 
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\ 
-. b. Oecision on Alternatives 

Designation of the sheep area as Category 2 with the 
. stipulation is recommended. Conflicts that may develop between oil/gas axplor- 

ation and protection of the wildlife habitat will be resolved on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Dat:‘/, 
/- 

.+: 4 ‘i-j, 5. Fyi fr : !‘tL G 
Ared ii&ager, Price R@er Resource Area 

10. High Density Raptor :Jesting Complex (Map #30) 

Raptor nests were not considered in the 1975 EA. By the "No 
Action" alternative, these areas would remain in Category 1. 

Intensive raptor inventories conducted over the past 5 years 
have identified more than 300 raptor nest sites in the Resource Area, consisting 
largely of golden eagle nests. Distribution of these nests generally are 
highly concentrated in the areas most suitable for nesting. For example, in 
the 3ook Cliffs, nest site density is as great as 5 to 10 nests per square 
mile. All raptors we protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the 
golden eagle i s also protected by the Bald Eagle Protection Act. Consequently, 
BLM policy dictates special protection of habitat of these species. For this 

. reason, these high density nesting complexes are critically valued and require 

\ 
protection from disturbance associated with oil/gas exploration. 

Activities such as exploration, drilling and production in close 
proximity to active raptor nests during the critical nesting period can cause 
nest failure and/or abandonment. Human activities and construction activities 
appear to cause the most disturbance to nesting raptors. For planning purposes, 
the BLM, UDWR and U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS) recognizes a buffer 
zone of about 0.5 miles as adequate for required protection. However, actual 
buffer zones must be 'site specific, based on topography and habitat as estab- 
lished by a field check. 
density cc~olex, 

In order to protect nesting raptors in this high 
'no surface occupancy' is required within 0.5 miles of active 

nests ("Active" refers to nests maintained in good repair or are being used.). 
HowevP-, rinra the si;atus of nests can change and buffer zones must be estab- 
'richer? in the ffeld ,::.?d r?ot all nest sites have been identified, protection of 
nests uithfn the high density nesting complexes is recommended under a Category 
2 designation with the below stipulation. Less restrictive stipulations such 
as a seasona restriction on exploration would not protect nesting raptors from 
raptors associated with production wells. Category 1 designation was considered 
but rejected for not providing adequate protection. 

Category 2 Stipulation for 70,692.56 Acres: Raptor surveys will 
be reauired whenever surface disturbances and/or occupancy 
proposed in association with oil/gas exploratjon occur within a 
known nesting complex for raptors. Field surveys will be conducted 
by the lessee/operator as determined by the Authorized Officer 
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-' of the 2ureau Of Land Management. When surveys are required of 
the lessee/operator, the consultant hired must be found acceptable 
to the Authorized Officer prior to the field survey being con- 
ducted. Based on the results of the ffeld survey, the Authorized 
Officer will determine appropriate buffer zones. 

a. Imoact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The potential for oil/gas production from the areas iden- 
tified as nesting complexes varies from f2c3 to f2c4. The bulk of the area 
identified is located on terrain too rugged for oil/gas exploration activity. 
The remainder of the area, in most cases, would be of such configuration that 
any point could be reached by directional drilling. The net result would be, 
in most cases, that the only impact to the exploration company would be increased 
costs. 

b. Oeci sion on ,\lternatives 

Designation of the raptor nesting complexes as Category 2 
along with the stipulation is recommended. 

.a//;1 7.5 
Ilate ' Area ilanager, Price Riv'er Resource Area 

\. 

11. Isolated Raptor IJests (Nap Y31) 

Raptor nest sites were not identified in the 1975 EA. By the 
"FJo Action" alternative, the raptor nest sites would remain in a Category 1 
designation. 

A number of raptor nest sites have been identified outside of 
designated high density raptor nesting complexes. These nest sites have been 
identified by UDWR, BLM and/or USF&WS over the past 5 years. All raptors are 
protected by the Vigratory Bfrd Treaty Act and the golden eagle is al so protected 
by the Baiti Eagle Protection Act. Consequently, BLM policy dictates special 
protection for such species, 

Actfvities such as dxgloration, J;I i ‘i 'ng and production i.? close 
proximity to'active raptor nests during the critical nesting period can cause 
nest failure pnd/or abandonment. Human activities and surface df sturbing 
construction-activities appear to cause the most disturbance. UDWR, BLlcI and 
USF8WS recognize a buffer zone for planning purposes of approximately 0.5 miles 
radius for the golden eagle, prairie falcon and ferruginous hawk nests. Buffer 
zones for all other raptors is approximately 0.25 miles radius around the nest. 
Buffer zones are areas around active nests ifhere protection must be required. 

In order to protect nesting raptors, a Category 3 designation 
with the stipulation below is needed within buffer zones around active nests. 
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\ 
Active nes.ts-are those which are maintained in good repair or are actively 
being used. "No surface OcCUpanCy” areas under a Category 3 designation would 
approximat? the 0.5 and 0.25 mile radius depending on species. Less restricting 

. stipulations, such as a seasonal restriction on exploration would not protect 
nesting raptors. Impacts associated with production wells would still occur, 
potentially causing nesting failure and/or nest abandonment. 

Category 3 Stipulation for 3,759.96 Acres: Occupancv or other 
activity on the surface of (legal subdivision) is noi allowed 
under this lease. 

a. Impact to Oil /Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential of identified areas has been identified 
as fZc2, f2c3 and f2c4. All identified raptor nest areas are of such size that 
any point beneath the surface could be reached at depth. The only impact to an 
exploration company would be increased costs of drilling. 

b. Decision on .Alternatives 

recoinmended. 
Category 3 designation of the identified raptor areas is 

P- 

\ 

/‘::I, y! ‘3*,7 
Date 1 : 

I +l 
2. -.{ l-2 .’ 

l :#L C’-d 1, 

Area Yanager, ?rice River'Resource Area 

12. Sage Grouse Strutting/Jesting Area (Map 532) 

Sage grouse strutting/nesting areas were not identified by 
1975. EA. Ry the "No Action" alternative the identified areas would remain 

the 

under Category 1 designation. 

Sage grouse strutting grounds have been identified and continue 
to be censused annually by UDWR. Based on numerous studies, 85 percent of all 
sage grouse nesting occurs wf thin 2 miles of strutting grounds. Strutting 

. groul?ds and the associated nesting habitat areas are habitually used by succes-. 
sive populations of sage grouse and are the most critical aspect of sage grouse 

, habitat. Strutting grounds are more vtllnerable to impacts frrln oil snd gas 
activities. Disturbances on strutting grounds would result in abandonment or 
reduced use by Sage grouse and would negatively impact the local population. 
The only metid of protectfng strutting grounds is by restrf ctfng surface 
occupancy. Nesting habitat surrounding the strutting ground is much more 
tolerant of surface disturbance. These areas could be adequately protected by 
Category 2 designation and a stipulation to restrict oil and gas activities 
during the nesting season to prevent nesting failure. Less restrictive stipula- 
tions or categories could not adequately protect strutting and nesting habitat. 
Category 2 would not protect strutting grounds from the impacts of permanent 
production facilities which would cause abandonment or reduced use on these 
areas. Category 1 would not ensure protection of nesting areas and would not 
serve to notify lessees of known conflicts. 

? 
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-'Category 2 Stipulation for 14,926.99 Acres: In order to protect 
nesting sage grouse, exploration, drrlling and other development 
activity will be allowed only from June 16 to Yarch 31. This 
limitation does not apply to maintenance and operation of 
producing wells. Exceptions to this limitation in any year may 
be specifically authorized in uriting by the Authorized Officer 
of the i3ureau of Land Management. 

],080.22 Acres: Occupancy or other 
activity on the surface of (legal subdlvtsion) is not allowed 
under this lease. 

a. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil/gas potential for the sage grouse areas has been 
identified as f2c2 and f2c3.. The impact to oil/gas exploration for those areas 
designated as Category 2 would be minor as long as ‘a well could ae completed in 
the "open" period. However, in the case of deep or complicated drilling, the 
lessee/operator could be seriously affected if the time restriction was strictly 
enforced with resulting shut-down of operations. The areas identified as 
Category 3 are of such size that any point beneath the surface could be reached 
at depth with the only impact to an exploration company being increased costs 
of drilling. 

b. Decision on #Alternatives 

L Category 2 and 3 designations are recommended as presented. 
Conflicts that may develop between oil/gas exploration and protection of the 
wildlife habitat will be resolved on a case-by-case basis. 

&‘r/ ye-7 
Date f .' 

E. Naval Oil Shale Reserve iJo. 2 

Na~.ll 3i 1 Shale Reserve 2 was 

5. E. *i 1 f ;t14& 
Area Iknager, Price Riper Resource Area 

O?ap Y33) 

identified in the 1975 EA wfth designa- 
.:i:=n c? 6,454.87 acres as.Category 3 ;rnd 1,019.5 acres as Category 4 as de-++ 
mf:ed.by interpretation of the regulations \:lhich existed at that time. Cur,.-?nt 
regulations-& not require a I mile no-lease buffer about the Reserve. Thus, 
based on the 03 CFR 3100,0-3(a)(2)(iv) regulations, only that portion of the 
formerly identified area actually within the Reserve is closed to leasing 
(5,467.37 acres). By the "No Action" alternative, the outdated 1975 inter- 
pretation would persist. 

As required by the 43 CFR regulations and the Minerals Leasing Act of 
1920, Naval Oil Shale Witndrawals were segregated from leasing. Due to changes 
in the 43 CFR regulations, the only option available is to designate the Reserve 
as a Category 4 ar2a. A less restrictive category is not allowed. 
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Category 4 Stipulation for 5,467.37 Acres: no lease. 
-' 

1. Impact to Oil/Gas Exploration 

The oil shale withdrawal is in an area identified for oil/gas 
potential as f2c2. Any oil/gas resource present iqould not be recovered. 

2. Decision on Alternatives 

Designation of the Naval Oil Shale Reserve as Category 4 is 
accordance with the tiineral Leasing Act and regulations and is recommended. 
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APPEIDIX L 

A. Oil and Gas Category System 

The oil and gas category system was placed into effect in 1976 
through a nrocess that included the preparation of orogrannatic 
District Oil and Gas EARS (now EAs) and the categorization of lands 
in planning documents. The category system was established for the 
purpose of providing an efficient, responsive oil and gas leasing 
system while giviyq consideration to other resource values that 
require protecticn. The system has prove4 to be of immeasurable 
value during the present 9ureauwide effort to eliminate bacl<loccld 
lease applications. 
applications 

Utah has by far the least number of pendinG 
awaiting processing of any of the "oil an4 gas states” 

because of the efficiencies derived from the system. 

, 

\ 

The Combined Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 1981 (PL 97-75) changed the 
definition of oil to read: "the term oil shall embrace all non- 
gaseous hydrocarbon substances other than those substances le3s,3ble 
as coal, oil shale or gilsonite (includinq all vein-type solid 
hydrocarbons)", consequently the use of the word oil now inciud?; t:.? 
tar sands resource. Under this definition tar sands can be C-Ivnio;04 
under a regular oil and gas lease outside of Special Tar Sands :r22; 
on those leases issued after November 16, 199i. Tar sands wi 11 
therefore be included in the oil and gas categories. Within Special 
Tar Sands Areas, combined hydrocarbon leases are to be issued on a 
competitive basis. The term "oil and gas" as used in this ouidanc? 
includes tar sands exceot wnen soecificzily referred to as 
"conventional oil and gas." 

The following is a gene-3 . .,I desc:-i?tion of th2 f::.:;r oil and gas c;i';:- 
gories and the resource protection and lease sti!ju?;tions ap3licab;: 
in- each of the categories. Aiso provided is a general discu~sio,~ ;: 
the relationship of the oil and gas categories to wilderness study 
areas- (USAs 1. 

Category 1 - Open Lease Areas 

This category includes lands that possess the resource values which 
would not be in serious conflict with oil and gas exploration and 
development. These lands are leased subject to standard stipulatisns 
which provide for the protection of the resource values and environ- 
mental components commonly associated with the public 1 ands and 
require the lessee to take certain measures to mitigate oossible 
impacts that mioht be created by oil and gas exploration and dcveloo- 
ment. These stipulations do not imoose maior restrictions as to the 
lessee activities but provide for operations under controlled 
coqdi tions'. 

1 



Attached to all oil and gas leases issued under category 1 are the 
"Surface Disturbance Stipulations" as contained on 8LIl Form NO. 
3109-5 (enclosure 2). These stipulations are often referred to as the 

\ 
"open SkS' stipulations. The provisions of the "open end" stipula- 
tions are applied at the time that exploration or development opera- 

. tions are planned on the lease. The stipulations are administered 
through M/BLM coordination and the surface use and operating plan 
submitted in accordance with NTL-6 with the application for permit to 
drill. These stipulati,ons provide a broad basis for including 
additional requirements at the time of surface disturbance to assure 
proper protection of the land surface, other resources and the 
environment. However, such subsequent conditions are to be reason- 
able and not inconsistent with the purpose of the issued lease, which 
is to provide for the exploration and production of oil and gas. 

Category 2 - Open Lease Areas Subject to Special Stipulations 

Some areas contain resource values where serious conflict with oil 
and gas exploration and development might occur; therefore, leasing 
in this category is subject to, special stipulations‘that provide 
additional protection to the watersheds, specific crucial wildlife 
habitat areas, unique archaeological and historical sites, etc. The 
special stipulations may limit explcration to various times of the 
year, prescribe special construction techniques, limit the location 
of developments, or require other similar special resource 
protections. c 

In addition to the surface disturbance stipulation, special sti?ulz- 
tions are utilized in category 2. The special stipulations are 
applied to site specific situations and are more restrictive than the 
surface disturbance stipulations. The special stipulations are 
utilized where there are significant resource values that require 
special protection, but where the conflicts with oil and gas explora- 
tion and development would not be of sufficient magnitude to preclude 
surface occupancy., These special stipulations were developed and 
have been in use since 1975, they are standardized for use Bureau 
wide and have been agreed upon by K,% as to language. A minor 
revision in language was co;;lpleted in 1980 to pemit utilization by 
the Forest Service. The list of special stipulations ar.2 contaihec! 
in enclosure 3. 

Because the list OF special stipulatih;,;s also contains stipulations 
utiliz& fn category 3 and because other stipulations are not 
applicatsle to Utah's category systein, the following limitations are 
placed on their use. 

. 

1. 

2. 

L 

Special stipulations numbers 1 and 2 require MS concurrence on 
a case by case basis. Overall coordination to secure a blanket 
ME approval will be done as a part of category review process 
by the Utah State Office. 

Special stipulation number 1 is the category 3 No Surface 
Occupancy Stipulation. It will not be used in cateqory 2. 

. 
2 



3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Special stipulation number 2 has not been widely used. in Utah’s 
category system. The items COvered have been cOnsid?red aS 
something more appropriately handled at the time of the appli- 
cation for permit to drill. 

$&al stipulation number 4 is a No Surface Occupancy Stipula- 
tion to be used only for areas of irregular shape and size that 
cannot be described by legal subdivision. This is to be 
considered as a category 2 stipulation because allowances are 
made for adjustment in the field. 

Special stipulation number 10 has not been used on leases under 
the category system. It has been viewed as a requirz-nent that 
can be covered under the Surface Disturbance Stipulations at the 
time of lease development. 

Special stipulations 11 thrdugh 14 will not be used except by 
the Forest Service. 

The special stipulation list is not intended to be all inclusive. 
Additional stipulations may be PFOpOSed for use to cover unique 
situations that the special stipulations do not cover. However, such 
stipulations will not be approved for ‘use if they are redundant or 
the standardized special stipulation can be used. It is again 
anticipated that over 90% of the situations encountered can be 
covered by the special stipulations contained in enclosure 3. Use of 
any stipulations other than those included on the list must receive 
specific clearance from the State Director and ;:!15~ 

Category 3 - Oeen Lease kreas Subject to No Surface Occuoancy 

These areas have special resource values or land uses with which oil 
and gas operations k:ould not be cmpatible. These areas could 
include camping and picnic areas, research areas, scenic areas, RZ?P 

' patents and leases, significant historical and archaeological areas, 
buffer zones along the boundaries of special areas such as wild and 
scenic river c,orridors, etc. Exploratory drilling is permitted but is 
limited to whipstocking or slant drilling from off-site locations. 
Use of this category is therefore limited to that feasible for 
drilling in this fashion. A maximum of one mile is considered 
feas'ble if approachable from t!?ro or more sides. ( One half mile if 
the area can be ap;roachei frcrn only one side). 

SPec&k Stipulation numbers 1 and 3 are utilized in this category. 

Cat& 4 - No Cease Areas 

These are areas where oil and gas leasing is undesirable pending 
further planning or special studies and includes areas that are too 
large in size to permit slant drilling or include values that cannot 
be adequately protected by the other lease categories. Examples 
include some areas of potential wild and scenic river corridors, and 
larger high quality scenic areas whC!Fe roads, pipelines, drilling 
activities, etc. are not compatible with management for these uses. 

L 
As further information is obtained, and public needs are better 
understood, these areas many continue to be closed to leasing or made 
available. < 

. 
No lease is issued; therefore, no stipulations required. , 
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. hiPPENlXX 2 

. SPCCIAL STI?llLATT0f~S 

. The following special stipulation, c are in addition to the lcajc terms 
and standard stipulations, and are necessary to protect specific rcsoUrce 
val ucs on the lease area. If found to be in the public interest, these 
stipulations may be made less restrictive b;hen spccifica7ly approved in . 
writing by the District Enqincer, Geological Survey and the authorized 

. officer of the Federal surface maqgelcent agency. I 

1. 

. 

- 2. 

. 

L 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
. 

All of the land in this lease is included in (rccrcation dr soccizl 
area, etc.). Therefore, no occupancy or disturbance of the s?? 
of ihe land described in this ‘lease is authorized. The lessee, 
however, may exploit the oil and gas resources in this leas? by 
directional drilling frtim sites outside this Icase. If a proposed 
drilling site lies on land administered by the Bureau of Land 
f?anagenent, or by the Forest Service, a permit for use of the site 
must be obtained from the [3Li*1 ‘District Kana~cc, or the Forest 
Service District Ranger, before dri 17 i ng or other development 
begins. (Note: Use of stipulation requires GS concurrence.) 

ijo access or work trail or road, earth cut or fill, structure or 
other improvement, other than an active drilling rig, will be 
permitted if it can be viewed from the (road, lake, river, etc.). 

. (Note: Use of stipulation requires GS concur.rcnce.) 

No occupancy or other activity on the surface of (legal sr;Mivi- 
sion) is allo::e! under this lease. 

Go occupancy or other surface disturbance will be allo:.:ed wi tllin 
feet of the (Road, Trail, River, Crzs’r:, 

Canal, etc.). This distance may be modified b/hen specifically . 
approved in writing by the District Engineer of the Geological 
Survey, with the concurrence of the authorized officer of tI;e 
Federal surface management agency. . 

No drilling or storage facilities will be aHowed Llithin 
feet of (live water, the reservoir, the archacolog!cal site, ‘Lk 
lristorical site, the paleontoloaical site, etc.-) located ?rmt:,:~l 
rubdivision). This 

-7-a - - 
distance nay bz modif<ed b;hen speciizc<:l ,y 

approved in writing by.& District Engineer of the% S. Geclczica 
Surr~; with the concurrence of the authorized officer of the 
Fedha? surface management agency. 

- 

1 

No occupancy or other surface dla l C turbance will be al lowed cn 
slopes in excess of percent, wi thout written permission 
from the District Ensr of the U. S. Geological Survey, with the 
concurrence of the authorized officer of the Federal surface I:.anz.r;z- . . 
ment agency. 

In order to (minimize k?at:eI‘s!ied da:. . wpc, _protccts important scasclnzl __ .- -- ..- -.--,4’* -. __ ..---:---.. _-_-4 
wildlife hab:ztTiT-) ---_- exploration, dr’i lT?ng, and -otllcr oevelcjp- 
rnent act%-‘11 be alloied only {during the pcrlod from 
to -, .during dry soil period, over a snovr.covcr, ?rozcp 
gro,Glcl). This 1 imitation does r:ot apply to maintenance snd o;:c?rL:!r;n 
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-. 
of produc WC1 1 5 . Exceptions to this - ,itation in any yc?a: 
may be spxifically authorized in writing bjl the District 
Engineer of the U. S. Geological Survey, with the concurrence 
of the authorized officer of the Federal surface management 
agency. 

~n'o+der to minimize watershed damage, during muddy and/or wet 
periods the authorized officer of the Federal surface management 
agency, through the District Engineer of the U. S. Geological 
Survey, may prohibit exploration, drill ing or other development. 
This limitation does not apply to maintenance and operation of 
producing rcells. 
. 

The (Trail /Road) wi 11 not be used as ‘an 
access road for activities on this lease, except as fo7Jcws: * 
(No exceptions, b;eekdays during recreation season, etc.). 

To maintain esthetic values, ail semi-permanent and permanent 
facilities may require painting or camouflage to blend with the 
natural surroundings. The paint selection or method of camou- 
flage wi 11 be subject to approval by the District Engineer of the 
Geological Survey, with the concurrence of the authorized officer 
of the Federal surface management agency. I 

. 

1 
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mcmc camnu mcrt m maus t.maw or r~~~~ur.xn 
uo cck’t~m~r ma 01~ uo au nuouncu 

I 

---- -.. 

F~orn~lJLy--Tba orgonto rwalu lbml wu typlc.lly conl.Jnod In .odl~unl.ry rooks such aa ahlo bnd lJ~slo~ ACT ooaaldord by uny Inro~llgalar~ 
lo bu 11,~ ch1.f .ouru. ot lho uorW. bydroasrlano. . Thl. ordun JobrJ4 14 ~.wr4lly worm bbundsnl, .oaumul41.. more r.pld)y, and la ruoh b.1l.r proo.rrad 
In Iwar-shoru Mrloo l nvlromw+t. ubrro llfs 1. tremlug, .llsOu~h .a.. ~olurrln. .~lwwunl. .q .lao 00nl.1~ .J~nlfle.nt 4oouuul4llon. of ur~ralo d.bt.14, 
Ylwro such *ccusu)4tJuru 4r4 b44l.d d4rJsd dcopw burl.), . .or)c. of poor)y undwolood chrulcnl hod lly4ic.l r44olJon. lrmrforr pwl of MIO ora4nJo 
l 414rJ.l lnto p.tro)ou. hlrolow 1a w ltlnluolur larw q~pllod lo l ubCmnom~ rrngln# frum &uuous Lo oo)ld) It Jnokud.. oruda 011 wd natural era. 
~onlltnced com~wlJon durly do:p burl.1 l rp.1. the f)uJd .nd #...ou. pwllon. of the p~l~olcum. uhlch NY th.n l I&rolo lowrd .OM. of 1ou.r proasur.. 
(Th. dl8t.o~. lb41 011 4nd 1.4 0411 l l#rutr Jo 4 uC1.r of aonslder4blo 0ontrovrr.y. Sow eculo~lol., on thr OM b.nd, consldw nlgrrrllon on lb. ordw 
rf ).unJrud. or -1.0 Cl~w.wJ4 of ~11.. lo bo posslbl., uh4ra.r 0th.r ~eolo~lrto bc+)lwr the1 011 WIJ c.. rJ~l’~Cs wry )Jlt)o frca lh. pint 41 ubJch 1h.y 
4~ gdow.1~6.) If lho tr.nr)..lvlly of Lb. rock. Jo 4ufflnJon1, .nd f.vorrLlO r..wvolr rock. .nd lrrps .r. .v.Jlbb)o, 01) wd a.4 pool. o.n 4oowu1.1.. 
Th. o~dra. of (IOOJO~JO f.ror.bllJly of 4 lr.ol for owwroJ4) 01) .nd &r. peal4 thus Ju(wndo on IL. fo))ouJng roglon.) or provJaoJ.1 oh.r.olorl.tlc.: 
(I) th~ckna.. .4J voluu of ..dJunl.ry rocks~ (2) thr pr...nc. of l dmquutu WUI’UU rock) (3) 111. 1.~) Of l .lur.lJon of the or&.010 r4tt.r la lh. ~.010410 
.nrl~ue~~t) (I) tba l r.J1.bOJty Of lolh yu~u. .NJ p.rmwbls ro.arroJr rook; (5) 1110 duwlotrant of reoorvolr 1r.p. colnaldont ullh gllrolwa l l~r4lJonJ 
rnd (6) tlr* ncrrrlly of peat-•ntr.tw:c& t*utoc~lo .nd g*ol)c.rul 40tluIty. Many other f.olur+ orn al.0 Influenc* the 4p)uranl f.vor.b))lty or . r.#Jun, 
lul lho fwtor8 )J4ted .bovo .r4 uaountl.). 

lb. .ntJc))~4tcd ale. (rmsll, madlw, .nJ I.rge) of oJ1 .nd a.4 pool. Jn ..oh of lha fwor~bl)lly a.l.gorla4 lJoloJ b.10~ 4r. tillId rrocr Vss:r*e 
C.tlmel.4 of Wrw-Fla)d ~IsaOr.rlr.= pro)wwl by thr I;rmlL)n~lqUaL~pf~Crllll~~ of th. horlo4n A.4ool.tlon or Colrol.\u G4010~14t.. (Johnston, 
R.W., l9U0, North Imuric4n drllllny .clJrlty III 19191 Jm. Aoooo. I’.trol. 0001. Bull., v. 6b, no. 9, p. 1295-1330.) 

[;nrl4)t-,a--yhm do&roe of o.rt.)nty of 011 br!d &II= ocaurr.noo 1. b..ed on th. prorl.lty of dlroot .vJd.no. th41 ollber .upporL. or rafut.4 the .rl.tonoo 
Of thr ~~..Ouru. JR lho Jm~dlal~ WIvlrol:&unt Cf tha lr4Ct. Blraat l rJduuoe Inolude. the fo)louJn~: (0 4urf.00 01) 4nd (;.a . ..p4 wu.ad by )c4k.&. 
rru fructured ro.wvolr4; (2) trr orndn Or oil-lmprqqn~lmd rock dopoou)t4 (011 .Iwlt. w. non-•.tur4t.d or only pwtly utur.lod .ouro. rock. .nd .r. 
trgbtbd . . 4 .cl.~*:.at. ra.ourc. uhrn ruqulrod); and (3) r.ru)le from .rp)oratlon 4nd duvclopwnl (Inolud.. uJldo.t, P..pw- 4nd l h.llow.r-pool t.ot., 
0ut)g.t or srt.nsJoa 1.41.. 4nd dov+)o)rwt wail.). 

hIO)‘hy~JCal d414, Ch)~flY ..J.aJO, 4re ofion ti):8tak.n)y . ..u.cJ lo pro*160 l prooP, or .t l...l 4 blgh do&r.o of c.rl.Jnty, lh.1 01) .nd a.. r.40uro.4 
.otu4lJy ocnur la .n .rOb. GoolJ1y4Jc.l dal.,, hworer, .r. no mar. th4n tool. used 19 1ntrrpr.C 111. .lc.lJ~r.pby .nd .lruoturo or . r.alon, . . 4 mu.4. 
of d*totrlnJn() Jt. dear.. or Q.Olo&Jo f,wwnLillly~ for ot) .nd 6114. La l ch. #uophy.lc.J dat. will ba u?od ba . wwur. of h~or4blllly--not o.rt4J4ty. 

18.1. on WC)) ~1.16 .nd on 011 4nd 14. qw~llty, 4hro .nd uh.ra 4v.Jl.ble, .r. con.Jd.rcd l oonalo Jnfon.lJon 4nd or. u4.d 4lory ullb o1h.r d.t. to 
.rt)~.t. 11,. contrlbullon lh4t oJJ end ((~a ulll uks lo lb Orcrrll-ImlorLanc~ I.lJng of lha lr’.ot. Swb d4t. Jnoludot flow or ptwplng r.1.. for w)J.; 
.p.cJf)u-ararity dol~rrln4llono) chamlcol ti~?alyour for .UlftW, ttllrO&4n. .tld tha .mOunlO Of w.rJOU. me141 4nd l ta4r41 oonlb~ln4nl. (Jn tl# c.4. of or,& 

01)); .nd hydro@cr ool Cld., nltroaun, Carbon JJurJdo, )~lJur .n.lysa. (la tlr. c.0. of rw as*). 
---..- -------- - -S.---e --_----- 

. 

. ,. . I. r . J_ -,~ I m - 
.,, > ,,. L” -. 
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kYAUUIPlJJL:II 
fJ: tI’bCl* dcbl~nblbd ,b havlna lhu :ov-~t C*\ar*blJily, ;f(v, for o,J 

*nd 8M will b. wllhln l 8aO1OHLo .~~~POIIN~I~ domln*lad by J~nrnu. 
end l olemor~~hlo rookm that consl:Wo B rraginnal baaament l l op nn*r 
lh. ourr*ce; or by Iston.. rcacrl Inalo~~Jc l cllvlly, p*rllcul*rJy 
vhoro ch.r.clw1r.d by perv**Jvb fl’*CtUl‘Jllg ur bre?ocJ*llon. Jn 
Ouch wooo, l ourb8 8-e&@ l llhor Cu uot l r1.t or hsvc been *LI.OI~J~ 
al LcrcJ, 
and, 

wllb omwm@mt 8O.l Of mwt of lhe ronlblnsJ voJbliJr* 
In .WO moma, ‘&LI ~lter~tlon of rbmant carbon to &~*l,hJi*. 

SIm1J*rly, 1r.w w r~rvelr MCka *llbacm hwa not devulopbd or 
bara boen l ltorwi Y 4motroy.d bl Iutw~:m Jf,n*oua, l ct*rorpkJo, l u,J 
lbctonlc l vmt6. fW#oquontly, 11, an.1 of lhobn Jwesenl-dby gnol~7~10 
cnvlrcwwcnt~ on) pro-•rtJ*tln~ eonoantrbtlm. of 011 l nd ES. wnuid 
hrvc hew vaiarlrod by lbo lrtessb h3.l , or l0.t to lho hydroaphnr-a 
Or l JmO*@IOre UpOn l loU l f 8OofinJng prm**ure durlm(l fr*clurJny l nd 
twrcJ*klos. 

f2J lhe ~COJO~Jb l nv~romeat Of 0 tract r*led at lb0 vf2. Java1 for 
Ott bnd aa. JB cOnrJdbrd to bwo a ptrrtirl only for rmrl I, uldoJy 
acbttOrrd 011 l md 8.. poOla. TJw *I*. of rooovwablo hydrocnrbun 
l ceumuJbtJoub Je *uch l n l nvJromnnt uwld ba .ntJoJJ~bl.d lo lb 
le.. than 10 mJlJJon Iwrrolo of oil or, Jf gan, no Mr. ll~rn 60 
111 Jlon cuJ810 fuel ~volue Erad.8 0 lhroueh f (JOJlnoton, 1900, JI. 
JlOI)l. lho rumul*tlvm lblckns.. of l aJJmuut.ry rock. IO lhb l f2. 
eooloelc .nvJronmbnt ~111 8onor.lJy ba Jcub lhbn a few lhou*o~l 
feel lhlck. Such a r~I*lJvbJy lhln alr*lJdr*Jd~la brcluencb donnrrlly 
J 1m1la lho volw. of both f*vor*bJs *UUIV.X and rooorvolr rnch~; 
han~:b lh. erprclrd 0reJJ sJt% nnd Iw froqucney of uJJ nnd 8.. 
pOOl.. Moreover, l ny mdluu-s;r? Fr 1ar8br bcoumul*llon* lh.1 l .#y 
harr o~lnlcd In bwlltr fbvorroirr bnvlronmenla In the l r.. hnvb *lnob 
bvcn dc*lroycd or rbdu0.d In l Jie by rnuont lootonlo bvea1. bnJ/nr 
fresh w*lOr fiU.hln8. 

, 

f3r fr*cl* cnnsldwed fbvor.ble for 011 l nd (was at the .f3* Jw~ol 
*re ullhln bn ww&rocwmt lhrt l irp oonlaln blLhor dbnbaly-bp*coJ 
ombll pola, or l catlarul, modsr*loly-lbr,$a pool.. Iacovornbl. fluid 
kydrocwhon. l rb bnllbJp.lbd to bu helwosa 10 and 50 mIllIon IIU~IXJ~S 
of oil. or holwbbn 60 and 300 bllllon eublo feel of 8.. [volume 
erbde. JJ wtd C (Jdlnbtoa, 891, p. I3Ol)l. The (~colo~lc aovlro~rcnt 
dccrcd llkaly to hoot l uob Intermedlata quhnlJLJ** of 011 l ud (2x1 
wuld eenrrnlly conlrlo l l ~dlmrntrry aoyuenoa le.. 1b.n 5.000 fret 
LhlCk. lhl. rock l cpuonoo munt bb halaro~enbous In cnmpoalllon l ud 
conl*ln bl Jo*st onb or~aalb*lJy-rlcb cl;lrlnn formwllon lo provldo a 
hydreenrlun bouraa. ltorcovor, the ,JbO1O,J1C hi.tOry Of lh. .1’** mUnt 
I. l ucb 1h.l the prooonco of *trclJ~rnphlb nnd alruclur.1 traps rsn 
be rob*onbly JnfcrrwJ. PInally, l vJdcoa~ of Josrlblo fresh-welbr. 
CJu~hJng of potontl.1 rooarvotr mckm muit ku rlnlmbl. 

fb: Tr*cl* do*J~n*lod .flv must b. w(LhJn l ~eolnfllb envlroumnnt the1 
I. favornble for J*rca l coumnl*llon* of UlJ nud 8.n. Oocovurabl. 
flutd hydrocnrhon. In such an envtronmont *ro *nllolp*t~:d lo bo 
uw. than SO mIllIon barrel. of oil, or If &nb. mow lh.rn 3OIl 
bllllun uublo frbl [volume gr*d. 1 (Johnnlor~, 1960, p. 130311. 
fho y.coJo~Jc envlrcnucnt gust IncJ 14. * hnlrra~~uaeous seguowe of 
*edJrunl*~y rocks vlth * lhJchnc~.t (Inncrnlly ~011 ovw 5,000 fuel. 
fh~gsnlcally-rich marine *oUrod r: .bx *hnuJd ho c~cJ*llrely ol~uud~~nl. 
P~muroun rrnurvotr rock. *wJ c~lt*Ll~r~nphlc and alruolutal lr~o~o uunl 
I,r, enufldonlly Infwmd Lo orlvl Ir. :!w a,‘~. I,JSO& on 11s nuol~~~lc 
hl.lWY. tiu)llple oil- ON .,14..-. *nv.vol,‘b nlnckcd ln vr~~Llc~.ll 
wccsnnlon m1ehl b. rm*oon*hI$ id ;.:rr~d to ocuw In IhI. mc’nlocll.: 
onv 1 I unmenl . Rocnnt t*ulonlnm mu21 110 ol * m~nlnun. If PrOmw~. nl 
all. Jhwo uhould be no evld~eca of (~~~:~llrlc flwoh-uulor flu~hln~ 
of pu1cn11.1 ~o*orvolr rook.. 

01: 

021 

031 

0b: 

aNrAJlIll 

Jn lh. Jouunt Juval Of cert.1nt.y for o*J l nd 8.18, golg, no dlr.ol d*la 
l ra l v*ll*bJ~ lo su,~p~t or refula lhc roourranc. of petroleum uI(hJm 
lho lrbcl, r0~ordlb.s of lhb level of 8oorck!a f*~~~*btJllf. 
hove been 6rJJJod In or ns*r lh. 

no u.11. 
lr*ct , 

1.r rbnd., 
nor a.-b l ny 0JJ or an* *.bp*. 

or all-lmpro~n*led l *nd*tone deposll. kn:~n JU iho vl*lnlty. 
foblllvb l vldbnue of ra*ource ooourrencb Jo far removed from lhb tract, 
or lb on a lrbnd uon.ld*rbd unrblb1.d to th* 8boJo8y of lho $ocl. 
AooowlJn(lJy, lh. lrbot wJlJ not b vllhln an .~*1*b11aLad* o(’ 8.&.lIy 
bccbplod l y4lontJalv pbtrollfbroua provlnae. 

A lnuor-1n1.rmod1.t. Jbvbl of carlbJnly, .02*, for 011 and 8.. l 8*Jo 
Jupllob lhbt no dIr.ot dbt. (ab*pb, wr(~lorblory ublla, or produaln8 
uoll.) ooour ullhla or vbry now the tr*ol b*lne w*lu*ted. Ibrever, 
prllve onourruno~ dbtb mu*L b. l v*lJ*hJ* frti lhb Vloinlly of the 
trncl; lhun lho lr*ot ulll prob*bly bo ullhln l plroJlfcrou* provlnoa 
(h**Jn) ullh rt lo**t ona produoln~ or formerly cormovclel 011 and/or 
en. flsld. Seep., .hou*, or produollv~ *oJl* 1b.t l r. prooenl et 
*om* dlolsnca *Jon8 a known produollv. trend .re 0On.Jdbr.d l * .tronebr 
ovldsnrb for o*rl*lnty 1h.n oloobr-Jn ocrnwrbnc.. known to bo off-lrbnd. 
nlUO, olJ and &*a *how* l * muoh l * s.vbr.1 l IIb* l rby on-trend are 
betler lndlc*tJonn of cort*lnty thrn lhosb Abaa th*n b l IJa dtbt*nt 
but off-lrond. Yoslllvb-obourr.ncb Jot. on p*r*lJel l ImlJ*r-typa trbnd., 
.lthOu6h l t .(Y. dlbtbncb , are conb1d.r.d wldbnoo for bt 1bb.t b .02. 
c*rl*lnty. 

nla ~039, Or hlehw-inl*rm*dlato, d.rrw Of OWtblnty for 011 w e&m 
rcqUtrO* th0 rOCo&nitiOn Of l t I@.*1 On* ebbp, b *how in l n l *pJor*lory 
well, Or a prOdnoJng wblt from UJlhla or vwy n.br the lr.ct balng 
.V.lU.l.d. Jturoovbr, the traot uiJl llkoly bo wllbln an esl*bJlohed 
palrol~Um-&UWdUCJO~ provlnco. If aowrnl well. hbva beon drIllad In or 
nbrr lho lrrct, bt I.nbt onb muat b*vo l btcong *how. A .03* r*lJne c*n 
al.0 bb u*ed Jf lhb ratIns-1.M aonnbnfula dbera lhbt thb cvlr*pol*lJon 
of no*rby ~b~ttVb-d~rbOt dul. 1. l lrongbr lhbn for l v02~ bort*lnly. 
1 Jf l numbor of 14 1. from wllhln or n*br tha lrrat h*v* b*.n drll Jod l nd 
ail Yore drl, l 03 or ok C*rl*lnly ratIn would ba l ppAlod In oonJunclJon 
ullh 1) low f*vorabllJly r.lJn8.J 

lho hl~ho.1 lercl of 011 and gba owt*Inly, %A., la u.e.d only uhan th. 
trrcl being l v*luetcJ lleo ullJtIn a well-known, produollv. prlrolJforoua 
pror1occ. Nw~d.~nt end dlruol vvldowo suob bb bbbpb, l houm, OF 

vwJucln(l woJ10 occur ullhln or JmmoJI*loJy l dj*c.nC lo lh. lr*ct. 
d*flnlJJon, 

I 01 
when l g&W corlainly lb wed vllh bn l CI* f*vorbblJlly, 

the duel r*llug Jrullr*lo* vllh l hJ&h-deara. of owt*lnly lhbt oomwrolbl 
puanlllJb* of all sud 8.. do not oeour Jn or nbbr lb* tr*ct.j 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANACEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

. 
Recommendation Rationale 

Establish oil/gas production as the prior- Areas which have been drilled and 
ity land use for Known Geologic Structures 
which have been or may be identified. 

have produced ,oil/gas are identified 
as Known Geologic Structures and 
are considered to have the best poten- 
tial for production. Considering the 
restricted areas of KGS's and their 
enhanced potential, oil/gas develop- 
ment should be considered the highest 

,and best use of KGS's. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Range (RM-3.1, 3.2) - Unrestricted oil/gas development would result in degradation 
of rlparian, aspen and mountain browse sites. 

Recreation (R-4.1) - Unrestricted oil/gas development could result in surface 
distrubances in Desolation/Gray Canyon that would be inconsistent with the Wilder- 
ness type recreation now occurring. Impact would occur during exploration and is 
long as surface imprints remain. 

(R-4.1) - Unrestricted oil/gas development could be inconsistent with a potential 
Wild and Scenic river designation for Desolation/Gray Canyon. 

(R-4.1) - Unrestricted oil/gas development could cause management action 85 of the 
River Management Plan not to be upheld as it pertains to Desolation/Gray Canyon. 

(R-6.1) - Unrestricted oil/gas development could be inconsistent with use of 
developed recreation sites, e.g., Price Canyon and Cedar Mountain Recreation 
Areas, by damage to facilities, incompatible use and surface disturbances. 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Unrestricted oil/gas development could be inconsistent with 
designated land uses. 

Wildlife (WL-1.3, 1.4) - Unrestricted approval of oil/gas developments could cause 
mnce and increased stress to wintering mule deer during the period of Novem- 
ber 1 through May 15. 

(WL-2.3, 2.4) - Unrestricted approval of oil/gas developments could cause displace- 
ment of antelope from critical habitats. 
--------_-----__------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Il~:.~frrrclzons on rrrwrse) Form 160@- 51 (Ajxll 1+7r;1 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planning Ar 
Activity 

Minerals M-l.3 Paw 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(M-l.3 Continued) 

ALTERNATIVES 

None 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Known Geologic Structures are the prime areas for oil/gas production, are not 
presently extensive in number or acreage and all development would remain subject 
to standard mitigation practices. 

However, due to the nature of concentrated oil and gas development (it tends to be 
single, rather than multiple use) and the fact that there are significant conflicts 
with the recommendation, the decision should not be finalized until the category 
system is updated. \Jhen the category system is updated, areas can be delineated 
where oil and gas production can be the priority land use and where it can be 2 
priority land use. 

./’ 
. MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

__ Withhold making a decision on this recommendation until after the category'system 
has been updated. 

r, 
May 13, 1983 

PrW River Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIlI..~:rrrrtl~Jnr c,,, rc, ersrj For- Ioh+- IApri! 1975~ 
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UNITEDSTATES Name (.\IF P) 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

,Price River Planning Arer 
Activity 

Minerals 
-' MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

M-l.4 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Prepare a category system for the Special A category system for oil/gas 
Tar Sand Areas for the purpose of imple- leasing was implemented in 1975 
menting combined hydrocarbon leasing in to facilitate more rapid issuance 
these areas. was appropriate. With the Combined 

Hydrocarbon Leasing Act of 1981, a 
category system that only considers 
oil/gas impacts is not adequate within 

I Special Tar Sands Areas where tar sand 
development may occur. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impact ' 

. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

An environmental analysis has been prepared by the Moab District which developed 
category system alternatives for the Special Tar Sands Areas. This analysis 
will, in part, be the basis for a statewide land use plan amendment to define a 
category system. Therefore, the decision on this recommendation cannot be made 
until after the statewide plan is completed. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. A 

&AL z. i&k?q/LLu May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Price/River Date 

---------_--_-----_-____________________-------------------------------~----------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘/1:.~?rr/rtions on IcIwrsc) Fcrm 1600-21 (Apr11 19751 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fAlFPI 
,Price River Plannins Are, 

Activity 
. 
nwal s M-l-5 

Overlay Reference 

Slep I Step 3 

Recommendation. Rationale 

Establish petroleum production as the The Sunnyside tar sand deposit is 
priority land use for areas within that 
portion of the Sunnyside Special Tar 

one of the largest such deposits 
in the entire Nation which has 

Sand Areas having the greatest develop- 
ment potential (overlay) by approval of 

been reported to contain 3.5 to 
4.0 billion barrels of oil in 

lease conversions, combined hydrocarbon place., This tremendous mineral 
leases, exploration plans, rights-of-way, resource has been identified as a 
mine plans and other instruments neces- 
sary to allow a viable tar sand industry. 

"Known" deposit and petroleum pro- 
duction should be considered as the 
highest and best use. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Fange (RM-1.1) - Priority tar sand development could result in loss of forage and 
vegetation production. 

. . 
(RM-1.5) - Priority tar sand development could result in loss of water for live- 
stock by disrupting acquifers and watersheds. 

(RM-3.1, 3.2) - Priority tar sand development could result in loss of aspen, 
riparian and mountain browse sites. 

Recreation (R-1.1, ‘1.2, 1.3, 1.4) - Water pumping, surface mining or in situ 
mining would negatively impact and diminish VRM classes. Some areas would be 
placed in VRM Class V. 

(R-4.1) - Priority tar sand development could result in diversion of water from 
Desolation/Gray Canyon. 

(R-4.1) - Priority tar sand development could result in diversion of water from 
Price River. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4, 3.2, 3.3) - Priority tar sand development could 
cause erosion and sedimentation and some salt loading. 

Wildlife (WL-1.2) - Priority tar sand development could cause disturbance and loss 
of critical thermal cover in mule deer winter and critical winter range. 

/' 

(WL-1.3) - Priority tar sand development could result in loss of critical winter 
and winter mule deer habitat. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

lIrlsfrrrctror7.s on n-verse) Fclrrn 1600-21 (April 10;;) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

(M-l.5 Continued) 

(wL-3.2)-- Priority tar sand development could result in loss of elk winter and 
critical winter range. 

(WL-7.1) - Priority tar sand development could result in surface occupancy and 
disturbance causing loss of sage grouse habitat. 

(WL-8.1) - Priority tar sand development could result in surface occupancy and 
disturbances resulting in disturbance of nesting raptors if such activity is 
within .5 mile of nests during nesting periods. 

(WL-9.1) - Priority tar sand development could result in surface occupancy and 
disturbance that may result in loss of riparian habitat along intermittent and 
perennial streams. Watershed stability would also be affected. 

(WL-10.2) - Priority tar sand development-could lead to loss of T/E habitat through 
surface occupancy and/or disturbance. 

ALTERNATIVES 

None 
___-___----------------------------------------------------------------~----------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Major conflicts exist between tar sand development and other resource values as 
noted by the impacts identified. Decisions on these impacts will be made following 
the completion of two environmental impact statements. One addresses the conversion 
of existing oil/gas leases to combined hydrocarbon leases, as provided by law, and 
the other considers the impacts of issuing competitive hydrocarbon leases for 12 
tracts in the Sunnyside Special Tar Sand Area. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Withhold making a decision of this recommendation until after the EIS's and the 
category system have been finalized. 

. 
25 p4-44’~~~ May 13, 1983 

Area Manager, Pricb'River Date 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIllsfr,rrftons on rcrwrse) Fcirx IhN-21 (April 1975, 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MI-‘/‘) 

Price River Planning Art 
Activity 

. 
nerals M-1.6 

-' MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Srep 3 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

hroie: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~ltts:rrrclion.s on rcr~rrse) Fr,:z lOOC’-21 (April 1975, 



UNITED STATES Namg (MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR Price River Planning Area 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MiiAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Activity 

Minerals 
Objective Number 

M-3 

Objective: 

Allow and encourage development of locatable minerals within the planning area in 
accordance with current laws and regulations so that the full potential of such 
minerals is realized. 

Rationale: 

The mining laws provide for the exploring, claiming and mining of public lands for 
locatable mineral values. Discovery and development of locatable minerals is- 
practically entirely relegated to private industry. Development of locatables can 
be best encouraged by maintaining the maximum acreage open to location. 

-- -- 
(instruclions on reverse) Form 1600-70 (April 19ijj 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERlOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
-~E~~MMEN~ATI~N-ANALY~I~-DECISI~N 

Name (91F PI 

Price River Planning Arei 
Activity 

Minerals M-2.1 
Overlay Reference 

Ster, 1 Slea 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Provide for maximum exploration and 
development of locatable minerals by 
not closing to mineral location those 
areas known to contain locatable val- 
ues. The more important areas are: 
1) Between Morrison formation outcrop 
and 2 miles down dip (Uranium), 
2) Between Summerville formation out- 
crop and 0.4 miles down dip (gypsum), 
3) down dip (gypsum) and 4) between. 
Chinle formation outcrop and 2 miles 
down dip (uranium). 

Closing an area to mineral location may 
preclude exploration or development so 
that any values that may be present 
remain unavailable. Uranium production 
in the general area of the San Rafael 
Swell is from the Morrison and Chinle 
formations. Although outcrops of these 
formations have been examined for miner- 
alization, additional undiscovered min- 
eralization of sufficient size for mining 
may exist in the subsurface. Explora- 
ation by mining claimants may continue 
only if the above areas remain open to 
location. High quality gypsum is found in 
strata of the Summerville and Cannel 
formations which also cropout in the San 
Rafael Swell. Gypsum is an important 
mineral in the construction industry and 
area's desposits may become economic if a 
local market is established. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Recreation (R-3.1) - Not closing areas of known potential to mineral location 
could adversely affect existing and potential National Register sites as a result. 
of surface disturbances associated with mining and assessment work. Potential 
impacts to Old Spanish Trail and Cleveland-Lloyd Natural Landmark. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Provide for maximum exploration and development of locatable minerals by not 
closing additional lands known to contain locatable values to location. The more 
important areas are: 1) between Morrison formation outcrop and 2 miles down dip 
(Uranium), 2) between Summerville formation outcrop and 0.4 miles down dip (gypsum), 
3) down dip (gypsum) and 4) between Chinle formation outcrop and 2 miles down dip 
(uranium). 

Impact Identification - No Impact 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f/Jrs/nrc-!!onr on rcversr) Fcrz 1500-21 (April 15175) 



UNITEDSTATES Name (NFP) 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR Price River Planning Area 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 

Minerals M-2.1 Pant-- 
Overlay Reference 

Stev 1 SteD 3 

(M-2.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The existing 80-acre withdrawal for the Cleveland-Lloyd National Landmark and 
others would be affected if the recommendation was accepted. Alternative No. 1 
excludes this possibility. Recommendations for additional withdrawals of areas 
from location have not been made. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION a 

Accept Alternative 1. 

-_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

h---A- 7-k 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

(Ir~srrr~rrzon on rervrse) Form 1600-11 (April 1975, 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 11 Price River Plannln Area 

MAtiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Range Management 
Objective Number 

RM-1 

Objective: 

Provide forage on a sustained yield basis through natural regeneration. Reverse 
the downward deterioration of grazing lands by improving 320,000 acres in poor 
condition to fair or good condition and 250,000 acres in fair condition to good 
condition within 20 years. Allocate all increases to applicable permittees to 
change suspended preference to active status. 

Rationale: 

The Bureau is committed by policy (Instruction Memo 75-407) and by law (Taylor 
Grazing Act and Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 Section 102(a)(7)), 
to manage forage on a sustained yield'basis. 

According to the Price River Range URA, range condition is deteriorated and actively 
declining on many areas. The URA reported that 476,000 acres are in good condition, 
731,000 acres are in fair and 493,000 acres are in poor condition. If these condi- 
tions continue, the public lands are not being managed on a sustained yield basis. 
If the public lands are not managed for sustained yield, eventually forage production 
and grazing use will decrease. 

According to the Planning Area Analysis, 21 percent of the local forage demand 
comes from public lands. The average licensed use has been 30,285 AUMs per year. 
Projected demand by 1990 is approximately 40,000. 

It is evident from the above, if livestock are to continue grazing public lands, 
range condition and trend must improve. Forage from public land is necessary to 
insure continuing economic livestock units. It is assumed, meeting the objective 
would be favorably received from the livestock industry and from other groups and 
institutions receiving spinoff benefits. The major benefits would be stabilization 
of livestock operations and the possibility to increase livestock use. 

There are no conflicts between URA and MFP I data. 

EL- 

(Insfrucfions on reverse) Form 1600--30 (Apnl 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name IhlFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

nge Management RM-I,1 
Overlay Reference 

Siev 1 Stea 3 

Recommendation Rationale ' 

Determine the initial stocking rate 
of each allotment for the 1978-79 
SVIM inventory. Adjust stocking 
rates on the public lands accord- 
ingly. Where increases or decreases 
in excess of 10 percent are indi- 
cated, phase the adjustments in 
over a 5-year period with adjust- 
ments on the first, third and 
fifth year. Allotment specific 
stocking levels are given with 
this recommendation in Table RM 1.1. 
The stocking rate should be refined 
in cooperation with the livestock 
operator and consider the SVIM 
data, livestock distribution, suit- 
ability due to slope and water 
availability, and season of use. 

Support Needs 

District Office 

1. Annual Work Plan Procurement 
line item for computer time. 
Approximately $3,000 will be 
required to complete all allot- 
ments. 

The recommendation is technically feasible. 

The recommendation is in conformance with 
present policy and law. 

A preliminary review of the SVIM data 
indicates some allotments may be over 
allocated while others may be understocked. 
This was to be expected, considering grazing 
history of the area. In the original 
adjudication, forage was allocated without 
regard to range suitability. This resulted 
livestock abuse and overstocking of suitable 
areas. Other areas increased in production 
due to vegetation manipulation projects. 
In many cases, no increases were allowed 
for this increase,in production. 

Proper stocking rates, in combination with 
the following recommendations will improve 
present vegetation conditions. Available 
forage and consequently, livestock use on 
public lands has overall been about 20 
percent less than active preference (see 
Range URA Table 44.4). 

Denver Service Center 

1. .Provide the resource area with 
approximately 5,000 little links, 
of disc file space. 

Utah State Office 

1. Public affairs support. 

2. ADP support using the Level 6 
computer for taping files and 
high speed printer capabilities. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fll~.s:r:,‘-,lo,:.F on reverse) Fcrm 1600-21 (April IGTS\ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (r\lFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

!bnge RM-I.1 Pase 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(RM-1.1 Continued) 

3. Cartographic support. The 
resource area will need approxi- 
mately 2 WMs and $1,000 of 
materials. This is to,provide 
field copies of the inventory 
mapping. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Range (RM-3.1, 1.4) - Adjustment to capacity will enhance the production of native 
plant communities. Especially those range sites of locally high value and sensitiv- 
ity, i.e., aspen, mountain browse and riparian areas. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 2.1, 2.2, 2.5) - This recommendation reduces surface disturbance 
and maintains ground cover. Grazing on slopes in excess of 50 percent would be 
reduced or eliminated thus enhancing slope stability. 

Neqative 

Wildlife (WL-1.1, 2.5, 3.4, 4.7) - Allocation of forage to livestock at the rec- 
ommended levels would not provide adequate forage for winter deer on the west 
benches. Also would not provide adequate forage for Icelander antelope, elk summer 
ranges and moose range. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Allocate forage as shown in Table RM l.lA. This represents a-best mix allocation 
for livestock and wildlife. 

Impact Identification - Forage allocation would be inadequate to sustain present 
deer numbers on the Gordon Creek deer critical winter range. Other impacts describec 
above would be minimized. 
----------------------------------- ___-________________---------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Currently, the livestock AUM demand is approximately 60 percent of active preference. 
This would indicate there is not the demand for livestock forage that would be 
realized through implementation of this recommendation. In some cases this could 

Nofe: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~l!:.~:r11f~1~om~ on rrurrsei Fom 1600-21 tApr11 1975’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT i~~~~~'R':er Planninq Are 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(RM-1.1 Continued) 

Range' RM-1.1 Paqe 3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

be the result of the forage not being present. There is presently a public demand 
for wildlife production, particularly big game species. Alternative 1 is a best 
mix allocation. Best mix of the various grazing animals will result in greater 
animal production and more uniform forage utilization. It will also increase 
recreation values in the area in the form of hunting and wildlife observation 
opportunities. From reviewing the inventory data (URA III for range and wildlife), 
it appears that the numbers of deer on the Gordon Creek winter range may not be 
sustainable based on the present forage resource available. Current policy requires 
monitoring studies be established and the inventory data be verified by study 
results prior to allocati,on. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Alternative 1 in principle, but modify it as follows: 

Establish monitoring studies to determine proper allocation levels for both 
livestock and wildlife. Make allocations based on study results as per 
current directives in terms of grazing preference and prior stable wildli 
numbers. Work closely with DWR to reduce/maintain the deer herd in unit f 

e_; 
2-23 

(Gordon Creek) at a level that will not cause further deterioration of the 
range condition until allocation levels can be established. 

REASONS 

Monitoring studies prior to allocation are presently required by policy. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fln.\:r,/c-tr<~r:.s OII rcwrsr) Form 1600-21 (April lQYT‘* 



Table RM 1.1 
Allocation to Cattle and Sheep 

' Allocation in Animal Months 

Allc~tment Cattle Sheep 

k I RF’OKT 52 1.51 
-’ -ALLFiETi - - - - -’ NORTH 1 ____ 

ALLRED SOUTH 23 19 
kMlEh’SON 35 Xl 
EEAF: C,AEIY ON ?7 A b* 150 
E:EkVER CREEK 49 183 
FENCH fl f* 163 
EXE SPF:itG cc *,- 
FLI ta CANYON ;; 

IO il 
135 

EO): FLAT 1077 575’3 
EROWN 12 7t 
FUCKtiASTEf? 2451 1 SS& 
EmKSt;IN 20 l&l - 

._. 
-. .- 

-- - 
- -. - 

l-49 
. . . 

,CALF CANYOM 391 
CkWAL CATTLE 5 55 
CAi~YON 97 365 

- CAT CkNYON 
._ . .-. .-- . _ _---- --. . ._ 

3 191 

-. 

. _ 

Ci-lIH~;EY ROCK FLAT 
CHUXH FLAT 
C[.&Q;S VALLEY -- - -’ 
CLE’.JELkb!D SUKHER 
CLEVELA??D WiNTfR 
I:LQSEII TO GF:AZ!i4G 
r,OAL CF:EEK 
COLUKHG 

- CONfUfjEf.:S Wr;lSH 
L3jotJ SF’F:IjjGS 
CORNEFi 
Cc,VE - -. ._ 

cow CFifuOt-4 
CRANllkLL CANYON 
f,E,$~lM#~- --‘. - - - -. _____- 

IIEIFTINE SFF:It4ES 
ElRY CAtlYoN 
r~~lG[tlJT - - - 

ELLIOT WJi~TkIH 
ELtlO 
EF:RktiOUSF’E - - .-- 
FAN CANYON 
FAF:GHAM 
FAUSETT 
F I SH CREEK 
c,iiF:D(~t: CREE” 
GF:kSS; TF:AII‘ 
MEEN F:I’,‘ER 1!OETH 
GREEN i?X’.‘ER SOUTH 
HALEY CA1:YON 
HAYES WASH 
HI k!;:kTHk 
HUFF EENCH - 

- 

HUtiEUG 
I SELANDER 
I?lk?T 
Ir*‘c’fj _ -I. L’_ 

,. .- 

1069 . 4403 
112 552 

- .. . ‘- - -- -.- 77,~ L-L i?55 

1010 1250 
qc5 il _ _ .._ 52 _ _ _ . . 
53; 4193 
SC.1 
209 
c, -, 7, iii 
471 

47 , 
21i4 

40 
72 
;9 

740 
140 

11 
‘,‘,70 i-d s 

s’? 
-- - 

2155 
0 

2431 
3215 

45 
10342 

317 
134 
‘171 .. 

1757 
803 

53 
12512 

-,c iJ 
v--e 

116 
90 

c d 
9 

373 
3 (t 

2833 
TT’6 
T, - i, 1 
77q L’L’C 
151 
105 
c. L - 
C.“/ 

lSC,l 

77 bb 

t j 5 

3 
252 

1023 
‘,C i .I 
to 

1 CjS4 
257 

1159E: 
3432 

535 
2633 

470 
27 

2531 
3j:i’ 

.-. 04 
7 -, *.i 

J*;:-‘1;, - 4 8 ‘I::,’ H?tFF H[ILL~I~’ ! I t 3 4 Cl 



.-- ..+ 
I.I:;SkLL CC.!JYGN 
tZ’?rlJE I 
tXlriE 1 I 
LAST CHfiNCE 
LILA CANYON 
LITTLE F'AF:K 
LlMG FENCH 

._ LOOkOFF 
LUCKY LEMON FLAT 
HCIf%KIS 
1IARSIi4G 
HATHIS WASH 
Hki: u&YON 
tiILLEF; CREEK 
Mi)HRLAHLI 
ilciifix~s 
nuri SFRINI+ _ - 
MiJDb,ATEE -& 
NORTH CLARKS 'JALLEY 
NORTH HOLLW _- 
tW?TH OLSEN LAKE - 
NORTH SPRING 
OIL WELL DRAU ______ __ .__ -- -..- -.-- -- - . - 
OUIkTT 
PkCE CCiNYON 

L c 

7 

246 
121 
907 
3s 

57G 
17 
9s 

5513 
2 

65 
279 

4 
562 
178 
150 

1321 
7 

25 4 
15 

234. 
116 

>189 
42 - 

3 

( j 0 

7 
3%1 

:X6 
38’5 - 9 

244 
2065 

211 
40 

2427 
11 

127 
1076 

29 
3929 

5x 
427 

2415 _ 
--. 41 

145; 
47 

46; 
_ 

201 
_ 358 - _ 

76 
58 

F'ATMOS 11 _. __. -.--- - --.----- '. --. Et2 ----- -- - 
FETERSON 

- ._--- _ ._._ 
11 27 

F’INE CANYON I6 76 
FINNACLE EENCH 160 564 

‘- -- -- - F’OISON SPRING EENCH 473 2176 
172 

1617 
2036 

453 
7 

io3: 
1124 

iO9 -. . -- _- 
15 

974 

F'DLE CANYOE! 
F'OZF'HYRY BENCH 
F'F'ICE C.~~J‘~‘IJN EAST .--._. 

I. 
F'IXCE CAKYDN WEST 
NICE RIVER NrlrF:TH 

- PRICE-RIVER SOUTH - - 
RANrL;E CREEK 
RANGE MOiif?TAIN __- RIMR,jC&------ - .’ 

RIUER 
FiOCK CANYON 

i---- ----- - 
ROCK CKEEk 
S.AGE FLAT 
SHEEF’ CAtiYON 

‘SMITH .- -.. ..- 

SOLDIEt? CAttYON 
SOLITH~ OLSEN LAKE 
SIXING CA~~YON - - - .- 
STAKE!? 
STCNE CAEIN 
SI?LFIIR CiWYGN 
S~i%EEUILLE 
TRAIL Ckt!YOt4 _ 
TMIL SF’FIllG 

VICTOR 
l!.‘AS~~@‘~Xl .- 
l%TTIS .- 
G;ELLINCiTL7N 
WILKAT 
WILLOW CF;EEt< .- - -- 
Wi~~:e!ILL 
t;‘3ijriS 1 PIE 

. 

13 Li 

354 
3.23 

77 
40 
69 

373 
13 
33 

257 La 

3 
13()j--- 

178 
97 
60 

4s7 
41 
69’ .. 
41 

4.79 
75 

1412 
70 

5’43 
281 

.5.27 

s7 
i 

22 
7 8 
JZ 

??C 4 J J 4 

_._ 31 _. __ - - - .- .- 
5004 

564 
629 
302 - 

-5-l 4 ii-4 0 
189 
182 
190 

2421 

371 
;z,*ss 

364 
77c.q 4 I u , 

53 4 
20 

24s 
186 
132 
423 
2i’? 

s 1 i s 



Table RM l.lA. 
Allocation to Cattle, Sheep, Deer, Antelope and other Wildlife 

Allocation in Animal Months , 

Allotment 
-. 

Cattle Sheep Deer Antelope Other Wildlife 

AIRF'ORT 52 -_-_ 103 29 
ALLRED NORTH 0 105’ ____ --;,7 
ALLRELl WJTH ... ____ --;i; 83 - ---i ---_ 
Af4DERSON --^- 28 . -a-- ---- --_- 
EEkR CANYON 21 ---- E60 ____ 2X 
ErEA'v'Ef? CEEEti -- 27 172 309 --es 102 .- 

. EEKH 47 ---- 135 109 ---- 
BIG SF’RING 37 ---- 111 167 ---- 
E:LINII CAf4YON -- -. .-. - 52 ,-,,- - i135 -. -z-z- . 279 - 

BOX FLAT 1148 0 7797 ---- 5348 
E$T-t’~‘~~~ .-c 12 w--e 55 ---- ---_ 
E:UCt;jj{~STER _- -_ _ _ . - .- 2414 - ,-tiL - 12355 6345 me --’ 
E:UCKSKI N 22 ---- 253 ---- 74 
CALF CANYON 215 . 641 -__- 117 

_ CANAL. CATTLE 5 ___. _ __ ____ -_ . _ - 1;:;. 26 -. _. I-- -;L---. ,,=-- --. 

CANY OH 97 984 ---- ---- ---- 
CAT CANYON 29 0 114 247 ---_ 
CHIMNEY- ROCK- FLAT- 1713 - --=-= -.- 6292 --:. 11594 -- -- --, --- -- - _____ 

CHNiCH FLAT ’ 130 G 
CLAFiKS VALLEY 210 0 
CLEVELANLl Sl_r!%&- -- -- 1010 - --->- 
CLE’JELAND WIKER I 3 ;s 4 --_- 
CLr:SED TO GRAZING ---- -v-B 
COAL- CREEK _ - _ .._ 452 0 
COLLW IA 198 ---- 

L-MINStiilEfi’S WASH 247 .1 0 
COO!! SF’RINGS- c ? --.T- ---- JL 3 - --;-; .- 

46 --_- 
2117 ---- 

39. --me 
27 0’ 
40 ---- 

740- I--, 
111 ---- 

12 ---- 
2984 - 

100 1::: 
---- 3 

206 287 
457 1582 

- lEZ& -.. lCE0 
‘247 1716 

2142 -m-e 
1659 ---- 

538. _ --_- 
&-I573 ---- 
-2183 - - 2692 

---- 

---- 

---- 
- .-_ - -.- 

-e-B 

---- 

--we 

439 
mm-- 

?‘” 
---- 

COR!1ER 
CWE 
cow CANYOE! .-- - .. 
cwtmit CANYON 
I~EmiAN 
l!$IF’pitjG S,PRItJt;S . 
DRY CAWON 
II~JGOIJT 
ELLIOT MOUNTAIN- - - 
ELM0 
EiWiMI3USF'E 
FAN CANYON - .--. - 
FANHAM 
FAUSETT 
FISH CF:EEK . 
GWNN CREEK - . 
GRASSY TRAIL 
GREEN RIVER COkTH 
GREEN RIVER SOUTH 
HALEY CANYON 
HAYES WASH 
t!IAWATHA 
HUFF E:ENCH 
PI IEW If, .: _..--_ ._ 

324 
2877 

440 
278 
-04 Lb. 

189G 
2083 

135 
15747 

15s 
0 

.G - 484 
0 299 

27 43 
---- 77 

G 1442 
141 Icj7 

---- 21145 
A .-a r-s ---- LLOU -7 

6 1491 
0 831 
0 913 

---- 231 
em’=-, - - :.7g 

---- 
‘i174 

32 
---- 

---- 
---- 
---- 

714 
---- 
---- 
1 S21 
x3 

---- 
-. ---- 

1726 
---- 
---- 
---- 

156 
---- 
---- 
m--m 

476 
-we- 
---- 
t A77 e-r, 3 . 

90 
367 
375 

---- __ 

. - 48 - 
249 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 01F P) 

Price River Planninq Are< 
Activity 

nt r 
- i 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish periods of use for each 
allotment and base management on the 
physiological requirements of key 
species. Seasons of use should be 
in accordance with Table RM-1.2. 
Utilization of key species should 
not exceed the Proper Use Factors 
as established for the area. The 
recommended seasons should be used 
unless/or until a grazing system 
made up of various grazing treat- 
ments is implemented (see RM-1.4). 

The recommendation is technically feas- 
ible. Past grazing use has been author- 
ized during the critical growing period 
of the desirable forage species; primar- 
ily perennial grass species. This type 
of grazing use has continued for years 
and is one of the primary reasons for 
the present poor condition of grazing 
lands. Continued utilization of key 
forage plants during the early growing 
stages does not allow these plants to 
to store food reserves, reproduce and 
gain vigor. 

Support Needs 

District Office 

1. Continue the phenology 
studies. This requires approxi- 
mately',3 WMs per year. 

2. Establish utilization studies 
(see Recommendation RM-3.2). 

There is extensive research on the 
subjects of the physiological require- 
ments of plants and the degree of 
utilization that is acceptable on key 
forage plants. These studies have 
shown that the most critical time for 
grazing plants is during the early 
growth stages of plants. Post-emergent 
growth depletes food reserves stored 
from the previous growing season. Repeated 
utilization requires additional food reserve, 
If this is allowed to continue, a point is 
reached where the plant simply dies. The 
MFP area contains vast acreages with only 
remnants of perennial forage plants. In 
most cases, these remnants are grasses and 
are protected by shrubs, rocks, slopes, or 
other physical barriers. After proper 
periods of use are implemented, the more 
desirable forage species will be able to 
establish adequate food reserves, improve 
vigor, and reproduce. Season of use can be 
modified upon implementation of a sound 
Allotment Management Plan. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 

I~I.C:li,L-I,O,IC on rF*x-I.c(.I Form 160b-21 (April lSrT.=- 

There are no policy and legal constraints.' 
The Code of Federal Regulations (43 CFR 
4120.2-l) states in part, that "the author- 
ized officer shall specify L the period(s)- 
of-use, and the amount of use, in animal 
unit months, that can be made in every 
grazing permit or lease." 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planning Arf 
Activity 

ge RM-1.2 
Overlay Reference 

Page 7 

Step 1 Step 3 

(RM-1.2 Continued) 

The establishment of proper periods of use 
and utilization are two ways to improve 
range.condition and trend. 

Until intensive grazing management systems 
are implemented, there are no alternatives. 
For those implemented, the periods of use 
and degree of utilization may vary, as long 
as the growth requirements of key plants 
receive adequate cons,ideration. 

The social and economic impact of this 
recommendation could be severe, especially 
for those licensees who do not have an 
operating AMP. Implementation of proper 
period of use would%result in those oper- 
ators being off the public lands for 3 to 4 
months during the growing season. Utiliza- 
tion of key forage plants of 50 percent or 
less would result in less total use than is 
now customary. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Range (RM-1.4, 3.1) - Elimination of spring grazing will enhance forage production 
and allow for greater utilization of forage. 

Watershed .(W-1.1, 2.1, 2.4) - Recommendation would eliminate spring grazing on 
mancos shale, thus reducing salt loading in the Green and Price Rivers. Seasons of 
use would enhance vegetation production and cover by grazing at times when the 
plants can tolerate removal of herbage. 

.Wildlife (WL-2.1) - Elimination of spring grazing will .benefit antelope by elimin- 
ating competition for spring forbs on antelope range. 

Negative 

Wildlife (WL-2.1) - Summer and fall grazing on critical deer winter ranges will not 
leave adequate high value browse for deer. 
-----------_----------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I? F:T:/‘~:fo?).T on re1wrse) Form 1600-21 tAprl! 15:s: 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(RM-1.2 Continued) 

ALTERNATIVES 

Name (MI'/') 

Price River Planninq Are; 
Activity 

Range RM-1.2 Paqe 3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Alternative 1 

On critical deer winter ranges, graze domestic livestock only in the spring and 
early summer. Affected allotments and their season under this alternative are 
shown in Table RM 1.2A. 

Impact Identification - This grazing treatment can minimize forage competition and 
enhance browse production. 

HULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The impacts of season of use on .range and range conditions is well documented. In 
the absence of grazing systems this recommendation's proposed seasons would best 
meet the physiological needs of range plants. However, seasonal competition with 
wildlife could adversely impact the wildlife. Spring forbs for antelope and winter 
browse for deer are particular problems. This competition could be minimized by 
properly designed grazing systems. On antelope range,. grazing livestock in the 
whter- prior to the forb growth shoul7fei%inatethe~competition. nnrtppr.r 
ranges, livestock can be removed before their diet includes significant amounts of 
browse. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Modify the recommendation and alternative as follows: 

Encourage operators to change seasons of use to those outlined in Table RM- 
l..2A. Where season of use cannot be made due to operator needs, cooperatively 
develop grazing systems that will provide for plant and wildlife needs as well 
as those of the operator(s). 
efforts fail- .? 

/Require season of use changes only when other 
Where significant problems occur, specify the desired class of 

livestock and season of use if applications for transfer of grazing preference 
are received. (This recommendationLs consistent with RM-1.4) 

25. $Lw.. May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Pric$/River Date 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

*Ir:.\:r,,c-,tcl7,c o,, rrl:crsrl Form 1600-21 ,Apr;l 19751 



.TABlE TIM-l.2 

Recornnended Seasons of Use 

Native Range Zones 
Seeding Desert Semi Desert :Rbland Hountafn Allotment Name Allotment Number 

Airport 
Allred 
Allred 
Anderson 
Bear Canyon 
Beaver Creek 
Bench 
Big Springs 
M;n~,t:nyon 

Brown 
Buckmas ter 
Lluckskln 
Calf Canyon 
Canal Cattle 
Canyon 

. Cat Canyon 
. Chimney Rock Flat 

Church Flat 
Clarks Valley 
Cleveland Sumner 
Cleveland Winter 
Closed to Crazing 
Coal Creek 
Columbia 
Consumers Uash 
;;;;efPrW 

Cove 
Cow Canyon 
Crandall Canyon 
Deadman 
Dripping Spring 
Dry Canyon 
Dugout 
Elliot Hountain 
Elnm 
Erramouspe 
Fan Canyon 
Farnham 
Fausett 
Fish Creek 
Gordon Creek Ulthdrawal 
Grassy Trail 
Green River 

1 Green River 
Haley Canyon 
lliawatha - 

%ff bench 
Humbug 
;;;;;;der 

Jensen 
Johnson Hoff Hollow 
Keel 
Kimball Canyon 
Kyune I 

4001 
4002 
4003 
4004' 
4006 
4007 
4008 
4009 
4010 
4011 
4012 
4013 
4014 
4016 
4017 
4018 
4019 
4022 
4023 
4024 
4025 
4026 
4129 
4027 

.4020 
4028 
4029 
4030 
4031 
4032 
4033 
4035 
4037 
4038 
4039 
4042 
4041 
4127 
4043 
4044 
4045 
4046 
4130 
4048 
4049 
4050 
4051 

..4052 
4054 
4055 
4056 
4057 
4050 
4059 
4060 
4061 
4128 

11-l - 3-15 
12-1 - 2-28 

12-1 - 2-28 

11-15 - 2-28 
12-1 - 2-28 

12-l - 2-20 

\ 
4-1 - 6-l 

11-l - 2-28 

5-15 - 7-l 

12-1 - 2-28 
11-l - 2-28 
11-l - 3-15 

4-15 - 6-l 
4-15 - 6-1 

12-1 - 2-28 
12-1 - 3-15 

4-15 - 6-l 

4-l - 5-15 

11-l - 2-20 
5-l - 6-10 

6-10 - lo-30 

11-l - 3-15 
11-l - 3-15 

6-1 - lo-30 
12-1 - 2-28 

12-l - 2-28 

6-1 - 10-30 
11-l - 3-15 . 
11-l - 3-15 
11-l - 3-15 
11-l - 3-15 
11-l - 3-15 6-l - lo-30 

- - 10-30 
11-l - 3-15 :-: - lo-30 
12-l - 2-28 
12-1 - 3-15 5-l - 7-30 
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6-l - 10-30 
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UNITED STATES I Name I.NFP) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Pr'ice River Planninq Area 
Activity 

-‘MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

.Ranqe Manaqement RM-1.3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allow conversion of cattle to,sheep 
use on desert and semi desert allot- 
ments, or a combination of sheep 
and cattle use on all allotments. 
See Table RM 1.2 for list of desert 
and semidesert allotments. 

The recommendation is technically feas- 
ible. 

Support Needs 

District Office 

1. Continue phenology studies. 

Sheep have grazed in all allotments in 
the past. Until the 195Os, sheep use or 
dual use occurred on most a'llotments. 
Much of the planning area is more suit- 
able for sheep than cattle grazing. 

The vegetative complexes in all allot- 
ments are predominantly shrubs with 
grass understories. Each allotment has 
various topographic features. Since 
each kind of livestock grazes most 
heavily on certain plant species and 
certain types of topography, most 
efficient range use can be attained by 
grazing more than one kind of livestock on 
the same range. A given allotment would 
furnish more AUMs if utilized by both kinds 
of livestock. The output would be more 
livestock products produced per unit area 
of public land. 

2. Establish vegetation character- 
ization studies (Administrative 
Recommendations for Range). 

The percent composition of shrub species is 
increasing in many allotments. The percent 
composition of perennial grasses is decreas- 
ing. The allowance of sheep use would 
reverse this trend. 

Dual use results in more uniform utili- 
zation of ,both species and areas than is 
obtained by single use, provided that the 
combined numbers do not exceed forage 
production. By allowing dual use, range 
condition and trend would be improved. 

The social and economic effects should be 
positive. The recommendation should allow 
licensees more flexibility and diversity. 
The flexibility should improve the oppor- 
tunities for a more economical operation. 

------------------_---------------------------------------------------------- ------ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~///~.:,:,c,Io,~c 00 7, !.C?St-) Form !C*>O-:i (Apr:l 1”:s) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECllohl 

(RM-1.3 Continued) 

Name Oll’PI 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Ranqe RM-1.3 Paqe 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Range (RM-3.1) - Dual use will help maintain diversity on ranges. 

Watershed (W-1.1, l.la, 1.3, 2.1, 2.4, 3.4) - Dual use grazing will maintain 
shrub-grass diversity on ranges. It will also allow for more uniform utilization 
and distribution. This will benefit watershed cover. 

Neqative 

Wildlife (k/L-1.1, 2.2, 4.1, 4.3, 4.6) - Sheep use will conflict with the following 
species for the following reasons: 

Deer - competition for browse on winter range 

Antelope - competition for spring forbs 

I Bighorn Sheep - direct competition for forage, disease and parasite 
transmission and interbreeding.. 

-----__--__-~__----~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ---~-~--------~------~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -o---B- 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Allow conversion of cattle to sheep on desert/semi desert ranges except on key 
wildlife ranges (deer, antelope and bighorn sheep) or impose seasons of use on 
sheep that will lessen competition - i.e., spring on deer range, winter on antelope 
range. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Dual use grazing (cattle and sheep) results in more uniform utilization of forage, 
owing to the different diets and forage preferences of the animals. Unifomi utili- 
zation of forage is desirable because it prevents one component of the forage from 
gaining a competitive advantage over other components. Presently, there is much 
more demand for cattle forage than for sheep. Due to the regional trend away from 
sheep production, it is unlikely there will be a demand to convert cattle AUMs to 
sheep AUMs. On wildlife ranges, uniform forage utilization can be achieved with 
cattle-wildlife grazing rather than cattle-sheep grazing. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed -___ 
~~l:s~r./~-lruns 0,) rclfersfl For- 1600-21 (April 1575” 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT a 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

(RM-1.3 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Alternative 1. 

DECISION 

i 

Nore: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

G l*:.v;>:ir-rirJv.7 vn rct~ersc) Form !600--21 (Apr11 13:5? 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

FRAMEV!ORK PLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Revise all existing grazing.manage- 
ment systems and establish grazing 
management systems on all allotments 
as shown in Table RM-1.2. Grazing 
management systems may consist of 
the following grazing treatments 
(singly or in various combinations): 

Treatment 1. Rest from 1 ivestock 
grazing for 4 consecutive years or 
until a sufficient number of browse 
shoots are over 48 inches high. 
This treatment would be periodically 
repeated to allow reproduction of 

. browse species. 

Treatment 2. Rest from livestock 
grazing for 2 consecutive growing 
seasons. This treatment will 
benefit all key species. 

Treatment 3. Rest from livestock 
grazing from the spring of year one 
to mid summer of the following 
year. 

Treatment 4. Livestock grazing 
from mid summer to fall. 

Treatment 5. Rest for 2 consecutive 
years until plants are established 
or until it is determined that a 
vegetation manipulation or recovery 
project has failed. This treatment 
would be used to provide establish- 
ment or recovery of key species 
following burning or artificial 
manipulation. 

Treatment 6. Livestock grazing 
restricted to winter season of use 
only. 

Treatment 7. No livestock grazing. 

The recommendation is technically 
feasible. The existing systems are 
not up to current BLM standards. Most 
have not been implemented and have 
questionable objectives. Grazing 
systems are designed to improve range 
condition. They achieve this by 
defering grazing use during critical 
growth periods of key species; reducing 
competition; allowing litter accumula- 
tion, and using the mechanical impacts 
of grazing to advantage. 

Briefly, the rationale for each treat- 
ment follows: 

Treatment 1, if repeated every 20 to 
30 years would provide for browse 
production. It would also be very 
beneficial to aspen stands. It would 
also benefit riparian areas by allowing 
increased vegetation production and 
stabilizing streambeds. 

Treatment 2 benefits all key species. 
It is especially helpful to browse 
plants by promoting seed production on 
Z-year old woody growth. Two growing 
seasons of rest would allow other key 
species to increase in vigor, litter 
accumulation, seed production and 
seedling establishment. 

Treatment 3 provides two growing 
seasons of rest, allowing plants to 
increase vigor, litter and seed produc- 
tion and seedling establishment. Rest 
for 2 growing seasons is required in 
order for grass seedlings to develop 
adequate root structure to withstand 
grazing (Hormay, 1970). Herbaceous 
species would benefit most from this 
treatment. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I 11: \ !tnr-fiovs on rcversaJ Form 1600-21 lApr11 ls1-’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (hIlTPI 
Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

,Ranse RM-1.4 Paqe 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

(RM-1.4 Continued) 

Treatment 8. Spring grazing. This 
treatment would be applied on 
crested wheat seedings. It would 
also be used on a prescription 
basis to reduce grass cover. This 
treatment could also be used when 
combined in a system that will pro- 
vide adequate rest to propogate 
key species. 

Support Needs 

District Office 

1. Input from hydrologist, wildlife 
biologist in designing systems. 

2. Fencing will be required in many 
instances. Assistance from opera- 
tions and archaeologists will be 
required. 

Treatment 4 will provide better seed disper- 
sal and trampling. The fact plants are not 
grazed in the early growth season will 
increase herbaceous plant vigor and seed- 
ling establishment. 

Treatment 5 provides needed protection for 
establishment or recovery of key species 
following wildfire, prescribed burning and 
seeding or spraying projects. 

Treatment 6 provides winter use for live- 
stock while allowing rest during the 
growing season. This treatment would 
benefit most of the salt desert key species. 

Treatment 7 eliminates all impacts from 
livestock grazing and would be used on very 
fragile and critical areas. It also would 
be appropriate for areas where grazing is 
impractical. 

Treatment 8 prevents the development of 
wolf plants in crested wheat seedings. It 
also uses crested wheat to relieve pressure 
on more easily damaged native areas. On a 
prescription basis, it reduces herbaceous 
competition to allow increased browse 
production. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive . 

Range (RM-2.1, 3.1) - Systems will enhance vegetative production especially on 
range- sites of high value and local important, i.e. apsen, riparian and mountain 
browse sites. 

Watershed (W-1.1, l.la, 2.2p 2.4, 2.7) - Systems will enhance watershed values by 
enhancing vegetative cover and diversity. Systems will also allow for 
elimination of livestock impacts on critical areas. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 l~:.~:~irc~:r~~~:~ 0~: rrt;ersr) Fox, 16X-21 ;Aprl: 1975’ 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(RM-1.4 Continued) 

Wildlife (WL-1.1, 7.1, 9.1) - Grazing systems using the listed treatments can 
benefit wildlife habitat and protect critical areas. 
~o~~o~ooo~~~o~~oooo~o~~~~~~~~-~~-~~-~~---~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

!+lULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Grazing treatments and systems can be used to improve range condition. Presently, 
the demand for public lands grazing is greatest in the spring. Finding other 
forage sources at this time of year is difficult and expensive for ranchers. The 
use of grazing systems would allow more spring use than the restrictive seasons of 
use presented in RM-1.2. Properly designed, and implemented grazing sys terns will 
benefit watershed and wildlife as well as livestock and plant needs. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but modify it by adding the following sentence: 

Grazing management systems will be designed to provide maximum benefits to 
other activities including watershed and wildlife as well as livestock and 
plant needs. 

-v F%13y 1g83 
ooooo~oo-oo~oo~~~oooo~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

lil:.~;~:/c,ro1,.~ on retwrse) Fc.m: lOnO-21 (Apr11 1975‘1 
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Qg&! 9 /&wfl~M 
UNITEDSTATES Name fMFPJ 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

a 

_. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Do not allow conversion from sheep to 
cattle in the River or Last Chance 
Allotments or on those portions of 
the Elliot Mountain or Woodside Allot- 
ments that lay east of the Book 
Cliffs. 

Do not encourage conversion of sheep 
to cattle on other desert or semi 
desert ranges. When applications 
for such conversion are made they 
will be considered and analyzed in a 
site specific EA. Approval of such 
conversions may be made where the 
findings in the EA are favorable and 
will incorporate in the permit those 
terms and conditions recommended in 
the EA. 

The River, Last Chance and subject por- 
tions of the Elliot Mountain and Woodsil 
Allotments are generally unsuitable to 
livestock grazing due to slope and water 
availability. Water sources are rivers 
and streams in narrow canyon bottoms. 
The plateau areas which comprise the 
majority of the acreage and forage pro- 
duction cannot be reached by cattle 
watering in the bottoms. Development of 
artificial water is probably not feas- 
ible. The area is generally not acces- 
sible by motorized vehicle and is within 
a WSA. Costs incurred in getting equip- 
ment into the area if IMP/Wilderness 
restrictions are lifted would probably 
exceed the value of the water project tc 
be developed. 

Continued winter sheep grazing utilizing 
good herding practices and snow as a 
source of water is feasible in these 
areas. Such operations would likely be 
marginal due to the high costs of main- 
taining camps without vehicle access. 
Cattle simply will not use any portions 
of these allotments other than the 
canyon bottoms. Past attempts at 
running cattle in the Last Chance Allot- 
ment failed. Due to the terrain the 
cattle got sore-footed, some died 
marooned on points overlooking the 
Green River but without success to 
water. Others simply congregated on 
the creek bottoms and did not leave 
even after all the forage was consumed 
(Waldo Wilcox, personal communication). 

See rationale for RM-1.2 and RM-1.3. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~lli.:rr,r,~rJflc 082 rcr~crsal Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Plannina Area 
Activity 

QP RM-1,s 
Overlay Reference 

Pagp 3 

Step 1 Step 3 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

FL.& ,' ,& 
, Pride%iver 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 I!,.. :rIIcrll~lt.s OPI rPl’cr.CF) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

~~~~~~ver Planning Area 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

&Range Manasement 
Objective Number 

RM-3 

Objective: 

Increase existing allocatable livestock forage by artificial methods on up to 
91,348 acres. 
seedings. 

This includes maintenance of 30,340 acres of existing chainings and 
Artificial methods for the purpose of this objective refers to chaining, 

seeding, plowing, herbicide sprays, prescribed burning or any combination of these 
techniques. Refer to Table RM-2 for the locations of treatment areas, acres affected 
and additional AUMs produced. Increases in AUMs should be used to activate prefer- 
ence that is currently in suspended nonuse status. In the case of plowed and 
seeded areas, increased production should be used to relieve grazing pressure on 
sensitive or critical native range sites. 

Rationale: 

The Planning Area Analysis indicates an increasing demand for livestock forage 
through i990. Artificial treatments and vegetation manipulation are an accepted 
and proven method of increasing forage production. The URA and SVIM data indicate 
many areas of sagebrush and pinyon-juniper are producing less than their potential. 
Many of these areas are so lacking in desirable understory vegetation, a seed 
source is lacking for palatable herbaceous species. 

The Bureau is committed by statute and policy to manage and provide livestock 
forage on a sustained yield basis. The passage of Public Law 95514 (Public Range- 
lands Improvement Act) in 1978 authorizes Congress to appropriate $14,000,000 
annually for range improvements. This authorization extends through 1999. 

Meeting the objective would help stabilize the livestock industry. Obtaining the 
objective would also provide additional forage. This forage could be used to 
offset reductions on declining native ranges. This objective is one means to 
insure continuing economic livestock operating units. 

--- 
(lnslruclio7~s on ret’erse) Form 1600-20 (April 1971‘ 



UNITED STATES 1 Name (MFPI 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT Price River Planning Area 

Activity 

Ranoe- RM-2.1 Paqe 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(RM-2.1 Continued) 

Positive 

Range (RM-1.1, 3.1) - Increased forage production can be used to relieve pressure 
on native ranges. 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Treatments can reduce erosion and overland flow by increasing 
ground cover and increasing the gross component. 
----,----,~--------------------,-,,,,,,,--------------------------------"---------- 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Allow fuelwood harvest prior to vegetation manipulation. Follow Bureau guidelines 
on sage grouse range. Get clearance on deer winter wildlife forage and thermal 
cover. Do not treat VRM Class I or National Landmark areas. 

Impact Identification - No negative impacts. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------~---------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The resource area contains approximately 200,000 acres of pinyon-juniper woodland. 
Throughout the west, these woodlands have extended their range and increased in 
density. In dense stands they grow with almost no understory, produce no forage 
and increase overland flow. On critical deer winter ranges, dense pygmy forest 
stands provide vital thermal cover. Pinyon pine is the wood preferred by local 
firewood cutters. In the past, tree removal projects have been designed primarily 
for cattle forage production. Large rectangular blocks of chainings and seedings 
are still evident today and impact the visual resource. Also, thermal cover is 
lost. The projects did result in a several fold increase in forage and when proper 
grazing was practiced, erosion was reduced. In the resource area, thousands of 
cords of wood are removed from these project areas yearly. The increase in forage 
can be used to provide spring livestock forage which is limiting in the area. 
Alternative 1 would reduce or eliminate many of the adverse impacts that are assoc- 
iated with the projects done in the 1960s and early 1970s. Properly constructed 
projects would provide fuelwood, forage and improved watershed conditions while 
protecting recreation and wildlife resources. 

Nore: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

: Iv;.< :r:,i.‘2,~~lr u,: rc1wrsc) Form IGOO--21 (April 1575’1 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(RM-2.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Name IAIFPJ 

Price River Planning Are- 
Activity 

Ranqe RM-2.1 Paqe 3 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

Accept Alternative 1. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

. 

Note: Attach additIona sheets, if needed 

l/~:.<:rrr~~:iom “?. IrI~crsc) Form lGOO-21 (.4p:;l 1575’ 
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TABLE RM-2.2 

TYPE OF IMPROVEMENT 

Chaining Chafn 6 Seed Herbicide Burn Plow 6 Seed 
Additional Additional Addition3 Additional Additionar 

Acres AUHs Acres AIJMS Acres AUHs Acres AUns Acres AUHS 
Allotment Strata Affected Produced- Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced 

Vattis 

16 56 6 

1 

11 

0 

12 - c 
-7 - 5 

Canyon 7550 132 
4018 - c 7553 42 

Consumers Uash 
402% - 5 

7564 
7566 
7552 
7581 

11% 
31% 
463 

89 

70 

:: 
17 

6 46 

131 

7610 25 1 16 

27% 25 - c 
2% - 5 

299 

101 

2% - c 
1% - s 
9-c 
9-s 

327 23 

246 22 
10% 11 

125 19 

Fausetts 
0045 

Gordon Creek 
4130 

154 8051 

8057 

8059 

8064 

8067 

27% 

‘41% 

0500 
0502 
0503 
0507 
050% 

0521 

2 

0522 442 

5: : 4 
69 - C 

o-s 

. 

* . ._. .’ 

t .:.: . 

. 

. . 

:i 
12 

5 

135 
129 304 

101 
45 

Haley Canyon 
4051 - c 736 

0 

Htawatha 
4052 - 5 6 C 

115 20-c 
-35 - 5 

87 - c 
87 - 5 

I Kyune f 
412% - C 

Qune II 
4062 - C 

Long %ench 
4061 - S 

8004 42 7 2% 3 

768% 127 25 

7703 32 2 
137 27 



Allotment 

Cha’r\~~ Chain 6 S d 
Add;?,= 

Herbicide Burn Plow&S d 
Ad%"- 

Acres AUMs Acres AUMS Acres 
Add:G;nar FAdm 

AUHs Acres AUHs 
Strata Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced -- 

Yattis (Continued1 

tbhrldnd 
4075 - c 

Mudwater 
407% - c 

North Spring 
4082 - S 

Pinnacle Bench 
4090 - S b C 

Polron Spring 
4091 - 5 L c 

Porphyry Bench 
4093 - 5 6 c 

price Canyon East 
4086 - C 

Yattis 
411% - c 

Range Creek 

Bear Canyon 
4006 - C 

0551 780 149 
0552 ’ 410 82 
0557 49 5 49 10 

0562 1% 2 1% 4 

515 60 

1% 2 

7747 
7751 
7752 
7754 
7761 
7763 

7783 

7792 

7793 

7800 

7830 
7833 
7834 
7843 

7719 

9925 
9927 
9931 
9939 
9940 

6176 46 5 

159 20 
215 43 

246 49 
103 10 

6 1 

21 2-c 
1-s 

311 25 
115 
2;: 20 : 

62 5 

50 ;:4 

2,299 375 - c 1,517 134 - c 
26% - 5 64 - 5 

159 105 
17 

263: 262 

5 1 

81 14 - c 53 
-4 - 5 -: : 4 

61 5 

53 10 
4% 2 

: . ..‘.h. _._. 

I . . . . . . 

:. 
-. I ..E.- ;*,.. 



Chalnin Chi 65 d llerbfcide 
Addqtionaf --"-"7ma5b Add- 

Burn Plow 6 Seed 
Addftionaf Adaitlonel 

Acres AUHS Acres AUHs Acres AIJMS Acres AUttS Acres AUMs 
Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Allotment Strata 

Range Creek (Continutdl 

Blfnd Canyon 6165 
4010 - Ii 

Buckskln 
4014 - c 

6115 

Cove 5091 
4031 - c 

Dry Cnnyon 6225 
4038 - c 623 1 

6239 

Green River 6254 
4049 - c 6258 

6263 
6264 
6261 
6266 
6269 
6327 
6339 
6341 
6343 
6344 
6326 
6270 
6290 
6303 
6108 
6310 
6314 
6346 
6341 
6348 

I 63/I 

Lnst Chance 6041 
4063 - 5 6049 

6051 
6069 
6070 
6080 

30 4 16 2 ,’ . 

406 

430 
266 

169 

326 61 

, 16 2 
188 35 

303 
63 

376 

238 45 

447 07 

5:: ii 

3,096 
739 

3,646 

435 

. . . . 

.a 

257 46 
180 

135 24 
319 
267 :: 

211 
176 

52 7 

22 

2: 

625 63 
400 46 

468 
5,232 
2,393 

5:: 
169 907 

100 25 
94 

252 47 

380 36 
1.808 -120 

346 6 
453 39 

157 16 
746 31 
143 a 

930 71 
157 5 

363 39 

47 

7 0 4 

5 

0 



Allotment 
Acres AU% Acres AUMt Acres AUMs Acres AU% Acres AUMr 

Strata Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced -- Produced Affected 

Range Creek (Conttnuedl 

Little Park 
4066 - C 

. 
Pine Canyon 
4089 - c 

Range Creek 
4096 - C 

Rimrock 
4090 - c 

Rock Creek 
4101 - c h H 

Sheep Canyon 7395 
4103 - c 7405 

Stone Cabin 
I 

7419 
7423 
7430 

6145 
6149 
6161 
6154 

6445 

7352 

6467 

6490 

6492 

6519 

6527 

6528 

6530 

6531 

Suntnerville 

talf Canyon 
4016 - C 

Chfmney Rock Flat 
4022 - C 

0090 
009 1 

0128 

1.074 104 
238 24 
214 21 

19 2 

87 

227 

37 

122 

434 
126 

2,222 
789 

32 

2 

10 - c 
13 - Ii 

2-c 

2: - s E 
22 - II 

31 
a 

198 
73 

3 

36 7 

a 2 

443 54 

36 2 

196 24 - C 
25 - H 

608 116 - C 
119-H 

323 63 - C 
65 - H 

12 2 

4:: 
13 
71 

917 105 
323 37 

13 2 

65 12 

167 14 - c 
33 - H 

8 1 
9 2 

179 17 



Sumerville (Contlnued~ 

Elliot Mountain 
4042 - S 

Price River 

Cdt Canyon 
4019 - 5 

Church Flats 
4023 - S 

Cleveland Sumner 
4025 - C 

Coal Creek 
4027 - C 

Corner 
4030 - c 

Oripplng Springs 
4037 - c 

Hdyes Mash 4980 
4053,- s 4902 

Huff Bench 2845 
4054 - c 2047 

lceldnder 
4056 - C 

2981 887 169 

0179 1.536 
0180 3,147 
0181 1,733 
0194 1,254 
0195 629 

-230 
-472 

-75 

-:: 

634 -00 
1,298 -271 

716 -12 
527 25 
259 0 

2529 364 35 

2553 574 53 

2601 
2602 
2612 
2614 
2615 

1.100 
2,669 

274 

583 

101 
261 

27 
794 157 

56 

2669 
2670 
2671 
2673 

178 3 

2702 

1,081 213 
2,890 458 

267 53 

81 16 

2819 
2820 
2822 
2830 

114 23 
536 105 

2:; 2; 

1,069 
215 

668 
102 

-249 
-5 

58 
10 

Johnson Huff Hol1ou 
4059 - c 

3310 

Allotment 

Chaininq Chain 6 Seed lierbfcide Burn Plow 6 Seed 
Additional Additional Additional AddItional. AdditionaT 

Acres AUHs Acres AUUS Acres AUMS Acres AUMs Acres 
Strata Affected 

AUMS 
Produced -- Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced 

1.905 191 1.905 381 

231 27 

441 -92 

‘,- %. .,_ 

. ._. . 
w 

,..I’.. 



* . . 

Allotment 

Chaining Chain 6 Seed lierbicide Burn Plow65 d 
Additional Additional Additional Additional Adiftlonar 

Acres AUHs Acres AUHs Acres AUHS Acres AUMs Acres AWS 
Affected Strata Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced Affected Produced 

Price River (Continuedl 

Lookoff 
4068 - C 

Lucky Lemon Flat 
4069 - C 

Mud Springs 
4077 - c 

North Clarks Valley 
4079 - c 

3111 
3112 
3113 
3116 
3124 

Sage Flat 3199 
4102 - C 3207 

Soldfcr's Canyon 
4105 - c 

4896 
4897 
4898 
4899 
4893 
4894 
4895 
4914 
4920 
4922 

4105 - c 

Noodhill 4969 
$123 - 5 4971 

3318 

3023 796 69 796 148 

3051 
3052 
3053 
3054 
3058 
3059 
3086 

1.154 

220 
106 
966 

840 

253 

1:: 

514 

127 

721 

511 

07 
234 

17 

8:: 
40 

622 

28 
1,547 

275 

23 

1: 138 

98 

476 04 
47 

91 8 
45 5 

398 44 

284 
251 

566 78 

24 

51 
1’.866 

302 
770 

7 127 

343 

1:: 
19 

448 77 295 29 
44 4 113 17 

265 
66 
15 

1,355 
344 

76 

-289 297 -112 
54 2 

t 1.. I . . ! ‘. .,- 

. . . . . . . . . f 

‘. : y t,.;.: ‘. 
._ . 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

I Name IMF P) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

MAtk4ENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Ranqe Management 
Objective Number 

RM-3 

Objective: 

Assure the continued production of healthy diverse plant communities, especially 
those range sites of locally high value and sensitivity, specifically, aspen, 
riparian, meadow and mountain browse types. Improve these sites from fair and poor 
condition to good condition by 2002. 

Rationale: 

Although these range sites occupy less than 10 percent of the planning area, they 
are far more important than their mere percent of cover would indicate (URA III). 
These sites are highly productive. The sites provide diversity of the landscape 
that is critical to wildlife and general aesthetics. In the case of aspen, riparian 
and meadows, the sites are critical to watershed conditions, effecting the quantity, 
quality and regimen of flow. These sites are generally in poor condition and show 
indications of a downward trend. The sites respond quickly to management because 
of their productive soils and high water availability. Therefore, the 2Gyear time 
frame is not unreasonable. 

-- ---- 
(Instructions on reverse) 

Farm 1600-70 (April l?yf: 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name i’AlF P) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-’ MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN ,Ranse Manaqement RM-3.1 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Designate all riparian areas as special The Bureau is mandated by Executive 
management areas. Develop special manage- Orders 11990 and 11988 and by policy 
ment plans for each stream. Perennial to protect and preserve riparian 
streams should be considered highest habitat and floodplains. Areas of 
priority. Fencing and exclosure should Critical Environmental Concern are 
be considered only where other management defined as areas requiring special 
techniques will not work. See Table management consideration. Riparian 
RM-3.1 for a list of streams considered.. areas deserve ACEC designation due 

to their importance and sensitivity 
Support Requirments to disturbance. . 

1. Interdisciplinary teams to develop 
management plans 

2. Public affairs program to explain 
the ACEC process and educate the 
public to the value of riparian areas. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (L-2.4, 3.1) - Disposal of tracts under asset management could be impaired as 
would the Sunedco and other rights-of-way. 

Minerals (M-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5) - Special management of riparian areas may hinder 
coal, oil and gas and tar sands development. 

Positive 

Range (RM-1.4) - Special management of riparian zones will protect and propagate 
these areas and their plant diversity. 

Recreation (General) - ,Enhances scenic and recreational values of area. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.5, 3.2) - Special management of riparian zone will protect 
bank, stability, bed stability and enhance water flows, regimen and quali,ty. 

Wildlife (WL-4.4 9 1 11 1) - 
the highest numb;r of'speiies. 

Riparian areas are critical to wildlife and contain 
Many nongame animals are endemic to riparian zones. 

Fisheries will be improved with riparian protection. 
------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed - 
fll:.\.:rI~rllollc on rcrvrse) Form IdCIO-21 (Apr:l I?:5 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIlE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

.Range RM-3.1 Pase 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(RM-3.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Riparian types cover slightly less than 1 percent of the resource area along 
approximately 500 miles of streams. The importance of the riparian zone to range, 
wildlife, watershed and recreation values are well known and documented. Frequently, 
riparian areas are, due to topography, the only feasible.travel routes. This fact 
makes these areas critical to energy development. In many cases, if riparian areas 
cannot be used as travel routes, energy development, particularly coal and tar 
sands, could be prohibited. In most cases, special mitigation stipulations can be 
used to diminish the impacts. Several of these riparian areas,such as Jump Creek 
and Johnson Creek are primarily.on private land with no legal and/or physical 
access. Even though they provide valuable habitat they cannot be effectively 
managed and should be considered as suitable for disposal through exchange, sale, 
etc. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but expand/modify it as follows: 

Isolated tracts with riparian areas (streams) should not be designated as 
special management areas and should be considered suitable for disposal through 
exchange, sale, etc., if no special problems exist such as T & E or sensitive 
species. Where critical areas must be disturbed, stipulations should minimize 
impacts and require post disturbance reclamation. Reclamation should require 
use of native species, be closely monitored and not-considered complete until 
the desired vegetation is established. If mitigation is not possible, consider 
the requirement of upgrading adjacent similar areas. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed - 
:I~!.~:lllCl1ol?F on r,,t/rrrel For?. 164-21 (Apr11 l(;YS) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (NFPI 
Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(RM-3.1 Continued) 

,Range RM-3.1 Page 3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

TABLE RM-3.1 

Riparian Habitat Areas 

Green River' 
a Jack Creek 

Flat Canyon' 
Bishop Creek' 
Summerhoyse Canyon' 

Rock Creek 
Left Fork' 

Twin Springs Draw' 
Right Fork 

Buckskin Cayyon' 
Bear Capyon 

Snap Canyon 
Three Canyon 
Trail Canyon 
Big Canyon 
Range Creek' 

Mitches Canyon1 
Turtle Canyon1 

Nine Mile Cree 
Argyle Creek !f 

Minnie Maud Creek' 
Cow Canyon 
Sheep Canyfn 
Dry Canyon 
Stone Cabin 

Price River' 
Kyune Creek' 

Ford Creek' 
Willow Creek 
Beaver CreekI 

Jump Creek' 
Johnson Cfeek' 

Clear Creek 
Woods Canyon' 
Winter Quarters' 

Miller Canyon 
Garley freek 

Gordon Creek, 
N th f- k' 
S:;th F;;k 

Miller Creek 
Coal Creek 
Deadman Creek 
Soldier Creek 

Fish Creek 
Grassy Trail Creek' 

Dugout Creek 
Icelander Creek 
Desert Seep 

San Rafael River' 
Tidwell Draw 

1 Perennial Flow or contains known Perennial Reaches 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 
~I,:‘:~!.C/2’>CC on rrc:erse) Form 15oc--21 ;.4pr:1 1 i;Tf‘ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 

-. 
‘\ BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

FRAMEWORKPLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Do not allow construction, development, 
rights-of-way or disposals in aspen, 
riparian, meadow or mountain browse 
range sites. Where critical areas must 
be disturbed, stipulations should mini- 
mize impacts and require post disturbance 
reclamation. Reclamation should require 
use of native species. Reclamation 
should be closely monitored and not 
considered complete until the desired 
vegetation is established. 

These range sites make up a small 
portion of the resource area. The 
riparian areas have been particu- 
larly impacted by construction ac- 
tivities. In some cases, unmiti- 
gated impacts have occurred, 
resulting in a loss of other 
resource values. By moving pro- 
jects out of critical areas, value 
of resources lost will be reduced. 
Regarding reclamation, see RM-1.7. 

Support Needs 

1. Coordination with lands and minerals 
program 

2. Economist for benefit cost analysis 
of alternatives 

3. Program for followup studies of 
rehabilitation projects 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Minerals (M-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5) - Special managment of riparian areas may hinder 
coal, oil and gas and tar sands development. 

Lands (L-2.1, 2.4) - Right-of-way for Sunedco is in the riparian zone. Other 
travel routes would be very expensive to develop. Tracts identified for disposal 
through asset management could not be sold. 

Positive 

Range (RM-1.4) - Special management of riparian zones will protect and propagate 
these areas and their plant diversity. 

Recreation (General) - Enhances scenic and recreational values of area. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

II~:c:?:~rJIr~~Ic “,, rcrvrse) Form l(iOO-21 (April lo;?) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Name (MFP1 

Price River Planning Area 
-\ BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

-- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(RM-3.2 Continued) 

Janqe RM-3.2 Page 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Wildlife (WL-11.1, 11.6) - ASpen, riparian and mountain browse are critical to 
wildlife. They are limited to small areas. Protection will enhance wildlife 
values. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The aspen, riparian, meadow and mountain browse types make up only a small porpor- 
tion of the resource area. Their value to wildlife habitat, range, recreation and 
watershed is much greater than their size would indicate. Construction or disposal 
of these sites results in a long term or permanent loss of these values. In contrast, 
these sites are often critical to energy development in terms of travel routes and 
surface facilities. These competing values must carefully be considered on individ- 
ual project proposals. It is also unreasonable to attempt to intensively ma'nage 
all of the listed types in the resource area. Several of these types on public 
lands have no legal or physical access and are not now receiving any special manage- 
ment. All lands that cannot be managed should be considered suitable for disposal 
through exchange, sale, etc. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but modify it by deleting the word "disposals" and add 
the following sentence: 

Isolated tracts that cannot be managed should be considered suitable for 
disposal through exchange, sale, etc, if no special problems exist such as T 
& E or sensitive species. A 

%kk g. & p4+ 
'Area Manager, PrikC River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

t/J,.\‘/,.r/rtlol?.~ ut* rcrwrsei Form 1500-21 tAp:i! lGY?* 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

l$%~~/yer Planning Area 

MitiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP B 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Range Management 
Objective Number 

RM-4 

Objective: 

Manage for a viable wild horse herd of 50 to 100 animals in the Green River Allot- 
ment. 

Rationale: 

The Bureau is mandated by the Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 to manage wild 
horses in the areas where they were found in January 1971. Bureau policy (43 CFR 
4700.06) states: "They and their habitat will be managed to provide a thriving 
ecological balance and a thriving population of sound healthy individuals . . U 
The SVIM data indicates there is sufficient forage and habitat to accomodate a-h&d 
of 100 horses. No resource conflicts are known to exist under the present situation. 

s---p 
-- 

(InsIructior;s on reverse) 
Form lboo-20 (April 1075) 

, 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (All’!‘) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-Ranqe Manaqement RM-4.1 
Overlay Reference 

step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Permanently reserve 1,200 AUMs of 
horse forage in the Range Creek 
horse herd area. 

Support Needs 

Regulation 43 CFR 4730.3 requires reser- 
vation of forage for wild horses. The 
original adjudication did not reserve 
forage for wild horses. The SVIM data 
indicates forage and habitat is 'available 
for wild horse use. 

SVIM allocation run with wild 
horses and livestock use. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Wildlife (WL-3.2) - Permanent reservation of 1,200 AUMs for wild horses may con- 
strain the growth of the Range Creek elk herd. 
---------o----------------------------------------------------------------------o--- 

._ MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS \ 

There appears to be direct competition between elk and wild horses for forage 
on mountain ranges. Analysis of inventory data indicates that if 1,200 AUMs 
for horses are reserved, elk forage availability would be reduced and cattle 
allocation would be reduced by approximately 800 AUMs. Despite raising the 
subject of wild horses in the scoping process, there has been no local interest 
in this wild horse herd. There has been minimal interest expressed by national 
wild horse advocacy groups. There appears to be a demand for increased huntable 
elk populations in the area. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Modify the recommendation as follows: 

Establish monitoring studies to determine proper allocation levels for 
wild horses., livestock and elk. Make forage allocations based on study 
results as per current directives in terms of grazing preference for 
livestock, wild horse populations and prior stable elk numbers. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIr!.~:rtrc-rron.~ un rCI’crZe/ Form 16W-21 (April 1975, 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-.MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fAIFPI 
Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

,Ranqe RM-4.1 Paqe 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(RM-4.1 Continued) 

REASONS 

Monitoring studies prior to allocation are presently required by policy. 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~III.s:).r,C:l<>l:F “9, rcvrrse) Form lGOO-‘1 (Apr11 1275 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT \ 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f,\lI‘P) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Ranqe Manaqement RM-4.3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Introduce 20 to 30 mares of repro- The recommendation is in compliance with 
ductive age from another horse herd. existing law, policy and regulation. 

Support Requirements The present herd has approximately a 
four stud per mare sex ratio. Reproduc- 

1. Cooperative agreement with a tion is low. In healthy populations, 
State or District gathering excess sex ratio is approximately 1:l (Hall 
animals 1978). A potential problem exists with 

a limited gene pool and inbreeding. 
2. Public affairs assistance Importing mares would correctthe sex 

ratio, improve productivity and provide 
3. Contract for transportation of variability in the gene pool. 
animals to release site 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Wildlife (WL-3.2) - Enhancement of wild horse population may constrain growth of 
the Range Creek elk herd. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

In addition to those items discussed in RM-4.1, i.e., forage*competition with elk 
and cattle, this recommendation has the following ramifications. Growth of the 
wild horse herd may result in the horses making substantial use of large blocks of 
private land. This could result in legal proceedings by private land owners wanting 
the Bureau to remove horses from their land. Increased horse numbers may create 
more controversy concerning tar sands development in the area. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Modify the recommendation as follows: 

Postpone any actions that would artificially increase the numbers of either 
wild horses or elk until such time as studies are established and evaluated to 
determine'the impact 
have on each other. 
should only be consi 

s/interrelationships that wild horses, elk and livestock 
The introduction of wild horses from outside the area 

dered if the present herd ceases to be viable. 

Area Manager, Ptice River 

Nofe: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

tl~~z~~rtctio~~.~ on rct~rrssJ For: 1600-21 ,Aprrl lo::’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation 

Prohibit grazing of domestic horses 
in the Sheep Canyon, Dry Canyon, 
Green River and Rock Creek Allot- 

' ments. This prohibition will occur 
only on those portions of the 
allotments that are not isolated by 
natural barriers from the Range 
Creek wild horse herd area. 

Support Requirements 

None 
---------_-----------------~-------- 

Name (AIFPI 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Ranqe Manactement RM-4.2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Rationale 

Wild horses compete directly with 
domestic horses for forage, water and 
other habitat requirements. The Wild 
Horse and Burro Act mandates wild horses 
be protected from capture, branding, 
harassment and death. It is assumed, 
in the process of rounding up domestic 
horses, wild horses would be harrassed 
and possibly captured. The presence of 
wild and domestic horses would reduce 
the effectiveness of allotment super- 
vision and enforcement. 

I----------------_------------------------------ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

. No Impacts 
------_---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

\ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

To date there have been no requests to graze domestic horses in these areas. No 
requests are expected in the future. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

~&V&L& May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, P3ite River Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

II~.~lr~tr/~~w~ cm rcr.xvseJ i Forx li,OO-21 tAp::l iC7.” 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name fAlf;P) 
Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

-- MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RM-4.3 
Overlay Reference 

Page 

Step 1 Step 3’ 

(RM-4.3 Continued) 

DECISION 1 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I~!.~-:ti,rrrt~v~ C’V rcrv?rsrJ Form ll;OO-Zl (April i-75“ 



MAkGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Recreation 
Objective Number 

R-l 

Objective: 

Preserve and protect the natural scenic values of the Price River Resource Area. 

Rationale: 

The Price River Resource Area has many varied and unique visual resources. Major 
travel routes are Highway 50-6 from Green River to Price, Highway 6 from Price to 
Soldier Summit, and Highway 10 south from Price to Huntington. According to Utah 
Department of Transportation report in 1978, approximately 4.8.million people pass 
through the resource area per year and half of.these are on the road for sight- 
seeing purposes (as part of this reason) or are in pursuit of recreational activities 
somewhere. 

BLM Manual Section 1602; 8411, Upland Visual Resource Inventory and Evaluation; and 
FLPMA, 1976 point out the importance of visual resource consideration in land use 
decision making to prevent environmental degradation, that sociological and psycho- 
logical values are as important as economic factors and resource management princi-- 
ples, that public values will not only be protected for present but future genera- 
tions as well. 

These lands are critical in the management of the visual resources and the public 
has expressed major concern for their management. There are lands within the 
Desolation/ Gray Canyons River Corridor and other recreation areas where the visual 
character of the area is critical or valuable to recreational users. 

_-- 
(Insfrucfio~fs on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1075) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

R-l-1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Adopt VRM Class I as shown on MFP 
Step 1 VRM Classes Overlays l-4. 
This area has been delineated as 
extending 1 mile either side of the 
centerline of the Green River from 
river mile 93 to Florence Creek. 
The area between Sand Wash and mile 
93 has been excluded due to exist- 
ing intrusions. Review all manage- 
ment actions for compliance under 
VRM Class I management guidelines 
on these lands. VRM Class I acre- 
ages follows: 

Planninq Unit Acres 

Range Creek 27,260 

Location . 

Desolation - 
Canyon Histor- 
ical Landmark 
(public lands 
only) 

Support Requirements 

Outdoor Recreation Planner - .25 WM 

This unit is 'a National Historic Landmark. 
It also includes portions of the registered 
Flat Canyon Archaeological District and the 
proposed Nine Mile Canyon Archaeological 
District. It is a high use recreation area 
and visitor sensitivity to intrusions is 
high. 

This management class would insure appli- 
cation of visual resource management 
guidelines consistent with existing desig- 
nations, the Desolation and Gray Canyons of 
the Green River River Management Plan and 
proposed oil and gas categories. 

This unit contains the greatest number of 
quality assets and is comprised of high 
sensitivity, foreground areas. The areas 
contain highly dissected topography, 
unusual erosional features, diverse colors 
and textures of vegetation, rock and soils. 
Quality water features in.this unit include, 
the Green River and its tributaries with 
side canyon streams., These landscapes are 
not compatible with man-made structures or 
surface disturbing activities. It is a 
highly sensitive area to unnatural surface 
changes and much of it has poor reclamation 
potential. Structures which exist in this 
unit are associated with the historical 
ranch at Rock Creek Bottom. Use and user 
sensitivity are high. 

Acceptance of the Management Class I 
designation constitutes the establishment 
of scenic resource protection goals for 
this area. 

. 
Management guidelines are established in 
BLM Manual 8411.6. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

IfJ:.\:l.ll.‘llon~ on rc1terse) Fom 1600-21 (AF’ll 10;s) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR . 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

. 
. -’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN -2 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

(R-l.1 Continued) 
+ 6 Sa.3 This recommendation has been coordinated 

with the recreation planner for Diamond 
Mountain Resource Area, Vernal District. 

_____-_--------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Recreation (R-4.1) - VRM Class I could restrict the construction of livestock 
barriers at seven campsites along the Green River. : 

Positive 

Recreation (R-4.1) - VRM Class I would be consistent with protection of values 
identified for preservation in the Desolation Canyon National Historical Landmark 
and in Flat Canyon Archeological District. 

(R-4.1) - Protection of visual resources along the Green River would also protect 
its suitability for study and/or designation as a Wild and Scenic River. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4, 3.3) - VRM Class I could limit most surface 
disturbing activities which could have a detrimental effect on watershed values. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

When livestock barriers become necessary at campsites within the VRM Class I area 
they generally could be constructed within VRM guidelines through careful location 
and use of natural materials. The area affected by such barriers would be very 
small and the VRM Class I rating for the overall area would not change. The desig- 
nation would provide appropriate VRM guidelines for preservation of the scenic 
natural landscapes in Desolation Canyon in a condition similar to that found by the 
Powell expeditions. Such management guidelines would be consistent with, and 
supportive of, the National Historical Landmark designation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Form IGOO-21 <April 1975) 

c 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSli-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity . Recreation R-1.2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Adopt VRM Class II as shown on MFP Step 1 
VRM Classes Recreation Overlay l-4. 
Review all management actions for compli- 
ance to VRM Class II management guidelines 
on these lands. 

VRM Class II acreages are as follows: 

Planning Unit Acres Location 

Wattis 2,700 Desert Lakes 
Management Area 

Price Canyon,Rec- 
reation Area 

These units contain a great number 
of quality assets and are comprised 
of high sensitivity, foreground 
areas. The areas contain highly 
dissected topography, unusual 
erosional features, diverse colors 
and textures of vegetation, rock, 
soils and quality water features. 

Price Canyon Recreation Area was not 
classed as Class II by contract. 
However, this area was upgraded to . 
Class II due to visitor use levels 
and the nature of the use. 

Price River 53,325 Cedar Mountain 

Summerville 105,440 Beckwith Plateau 

Mexican Mountain 
Area 

These landscapes are not compatible 
with man-made structures or surface 
disturbing activities. Surface dis- 
turbance and/or structural intrusions 
do not visually fit, without substan- 
tial mitigating measures, into these 
landscapes. 

Range Creek 423,603 Book Cliffs and 
Tavaputs Plateau 

Support Requirements 

Outdoor Recreation Planner - .25 WM 

Acceptance of the Management Class 
II designation constitutes estab- 
lishment of scenic resource manage- 
ment guidelines and goals for these 
areas. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Recreation (R-4.1) - Protection of visual resources along the Green River would 
also protect its suitability for Wild and Scenic study and/or designation. 

(R-5.1) - Inclusion of the area surrounding Price Canyon Recreation Area in VRM 
Class II would protect scenic values from overlooks and day-use trails. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4, 3.3) - VRM Class II could limit many surface 
disturbing activities which could have a detrimental effect on watershed values. 
o~ooooo_ooooooo__oooo~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
-- 
fl,:...:r,,ct~o,:s on rrve~seJ FO:TX 1600-21 (Apr:! 19:.;‘1 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

a 

I L -. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

(R-l.2 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

These areas are among the more scenic in tLe resource area 
the criteria for VRM Class II. VRM Class II would provide 
for evaluation of management activities in these areas. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

and were found to meet 
appropriate guidelines 

Accept the recommendation. A 

& 2. ~//lr+Gw 
Area Manager, P&c! River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 
fII,s:!.rL :r‘rvT on reverse) Form ltjOO--21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TkE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK P 

Recommendation Rationale 

Adopt VRM Class III as shown on MFP Step 
1 VRM Classes Recreation Overlay l-4. 

Review all management actions for compli- 
ance to VRM Class II management guidelines 
for these lands. 

VRM Class III acreages are as follows: 

These units are somewhat unusual, 
but are less dominate and there are 
fewer foreground areas of high 
sensitivity. The areas contain 
broad, shallow canyons, ragged foot 
hills, more sparse vegetation and 
more exposed soil areas, These 
areas are recommended as Class III 
because they are more visually 
absortive of the .views of intrusions 
against distant natural backdrops. 

.Backdrops tend to obscure visual 
contrasts. The areas do remain 
highly susceptible to the addition 
of a great number of activities or 
structures which might overwhelm 
scenic qualities. 

Planning Unit 

Wattis 

Price River 

Summerville 

Range Creek 

Acres Location 

77,975 Washboard Area 
Wildcat Canyon 
Price River Canyon 
Scofield Area 

78,724 Southeast portion 
of planning unit 

141,788 South of Cedar 
Mountain to the 
Book Cliffs 
corridor 

119,799 Whitmore Park Area, 
Top of Harmon 
Canyon, Cottonwood 
Ridge, Christmas 
Mountain and Big 
Horn Mountain 

Acceptance of the Management Class 
III designation constitutes manage- 
ment establishment of scenic resource 
protection goals for these areas. 

Management guidelines are estab- 
lished BLM Manual 8411.6. 

Support Requirements 

Outdoor Recreation Planner - .25 WM 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impacts 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~/~~s:rr~rfrons OR reverse) FOC. 1600-21 (Agrli 1975: 



UNITEDSTATES 1 Name fAll:Pj 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR i 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

i -’ MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

* (R-l.3 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

These areas have been found to meet the criteria for VRM Class III. VRM Class III 
would provide appropriate guidelines for evaluation of management activities in 
these areas. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Nole: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

rf,:.s:~itc-Irons 01: reverse) I;orm 1500~21 (April 1975J 
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UNJTEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERlOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWOR 

Recommendation Rationale 

Adopt VRM Class IV as shown on MFP Step l 

1 VRM Classes Recreation Overlay l-4. 
VRM Class IV acreages are listed below. 

Review all management actions for compli- 
ance with VRM Class IV guidelines on these 
lands. 

Planning Unit Acres Location 

Wattis 278,772 Throughout the 
planning area 

Price River 262,384 Throughout the 
planning area 

Summerville 67,431 Area west of High- 
way 50-6 

'These areas contain the low hills 
and terraces, flat valleys and 
washes, and low, sparse vegetation 
characteristic of Class IV units. 
Buildings, mass silhouetts and 
vertical structures are apparent at 
great distances. Most do not imi- 
tate or compliment the background 
so as to soften the impact. Scenic 
quality is, in many instances, 
greatly impaired by existing intru- 
sions, necessitating discretion in 
the addition of new structures and 
developments. 

Management guidelines are estab- 
lished in BLM Manual 8411.6. 

Range Creek 94,958 Tops of ridges in 
the Book Cliffs, 
Emma Park area 

Support Requirements 

Outdoor Recreation Planner - .25 WM 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impacts 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE’USE ANALYSIS 
, 

These .areas have been found to meet the criteria for VRM Class-- IV. VRM Class IV 
would provide appropriate guidelines for evaluation of management activities. 8 

Nore: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

!lv.~:rrrr/7ol7.s 077 rer~erse) Fcrm 1600-21 (April 1975’) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

ANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

(R-l.4 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

Area Manager 
May 13, 1983 
Date 

---,,,,,,,,~,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,-~----------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Ncre: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

1 Name f;\lFPI 

-Price River Planninq Area 
Activity . 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Rprreatlon R-l.5 . Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

.Recommendation Rationale 

Adopt VRM Class V as shown on MFP Step 1 The natural character of these small 
VRM Classes Recreation Overlay l-4. areas has been disturbed to a point 

VRM Class V acreages are as follows: 

Planning Unit Acres 

Wattis 1,230 
Price River 760 
Summerville 280 
Range Creek 1,080 

where rehabilitation is necessary to 
reduce contrast with the surrounding 

The area characteristic landscape. 
no longer resembles a natural land- 
scape. These areas may be improved 
to Class IV as applications for use 
in the area occur. 

Support Requirements 

Requirements will be dependent upon 
applications for use in the identified 
areas. Support is expected to take 
the form of mining plan or right-of-way 
review. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impacts 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

!lULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS ’ 

These areas 
Class V gui 
these parce 

could not meet the criteria to fall in any higher VRM class. Under 
delines as opportunity permits improvements in the visual character of 
1s will be made. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

DECISION 

. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

rir:sirrrr/ions on rrr,erseJ Form ltiOO--21 \Ap:il 1971, 
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UNITED STATES I Name (MFPI 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

,Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

MiiAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

*Recreation 
Objective Number 

R-3 

Objective: 

Study lands in the resource area found to possess wilderness characteristics 
through the intensive inventory (Wilderness.Study Areas) for wilderness suitability. 
Make suitability recommendations through the Secretary and the President to Congress. 
Provide for interim protection of wilderness suitability pending congressional 
action of lands which continue to be subject to wilderness review. 

Rationale: 

The identification, study and protection of wilderness resources on lands adminis- 
tered by the BLM is mandated by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, Section 
603. Guidelines were established in the Wilderness Act of 1964. 

After an inventory of BLM administered lands in Utah, the State Director identified 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) in November 1980. Three were identified entirely or 
mainly within the resource area. The resource area is responsible for studying the 
acres within these WSAs and making suitability recommendations to the State Director 

-- -.- 
(fnsfructions on reverse) For= 1600-20 \.4pril 1075: 

+ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT a 

Recommendation Rationale 

Adopt suitability recommendations for 
wilderness designation identified as a 
result of the wilderness study process 
for portions of the Price River Resource 
Area of the following Wilderness Study 
Areas (WSAs): 

UT-060-054 - Mexican Mountain 
Total Acres RA Acres 

47,500 26,300 

UT-0600068A - Turtle Canyon 
Total Acres RA Acres 

33,690 33,690 

UT-060-068A - Desolation Canyon 
Total Acres RA Acres 

230,030 179,210 

The above acreages reflect the prelimin- 
ary suitability recommendations of 
March 1, 1983. 

This recommendation is subject to 
. change upon further administrative 

review and/or congressional action. 
Subsequent changes in the wilderness 
suitability recommendation would be 
incorporated under this planning recom- 
mendation into MFP. 

The BLM is required to study public 
lands for wilderness suitability 
under the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 and, be ref- 
erence, the Wilderness Act of 1964. 

These lands are natural and wild 
areas of well over 5,000 acres. 
Within each WSA are outstanding 
opportunities for solitude and 
primitive and unconfined recreation. 
Thus, each of the suitable areas 
meets or exceeds the mandatory 2c 
criteria required by the Wilderness 
Act of 1964. 

Each of the WSAs also possesses 
supplemental values, such as those 
identified in the Wilderness Act. 
These lands have potential for 
present uses compatible with wilder- 
ness designation and for preserva- 
tion of their natural values for 
future generations. 

Mexican Mountain offers challenging 
canyon hiking, rock scrambling, 
camping and river recreation in the 
canyons of the San Rafael River and 
the San Rafael Reef. Geological 
features are of high interest in the 
WSA. 

A high, steep rugged ridge and canyon 
system offers challenging backpacking, 
hiking, horseback activiies and hunt 
in in the Turtle Canyon area. The WSA 
encompasses a wide range of elevations 
and plant communities. 

The diverse, rugged terrain in the 
Desolation Canyon area offers back- 
packing, hiking, camping, horseback 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

i I~:slrIrrfr4vIs on IEI’CrSC) Form 16c)O-21 (.4pril 19i5) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP I 
. 
ce River Plannina Are? 

Activity 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECkION 

. R-7-1 Pm 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(R-2.1 Continued] 

93 7bs-w 
riding, along with river recreation 
(mainly whitewater rafting) and winter 
activities. This WSA receives a 
large amount of wilderness-type recre- 
ation at the present time. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Impacts are discussed through site specific analyses for each of the Wilderness 
Study Areas. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Adoption of the preliminary suitability recommendations and any subsequent modi- 
- fications into the MFP for the resource area is consistent with national and state 

wilderness study guidance. Impacts are evaluated in detail through the study 
process by site specific analyses and a statewide environmental impact statement. 
Additional information may also become available before a congressional decision on 
wilderness designation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

Area Manager, Pric 

. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Nore: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (,AlFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

. eatlon R-7.7 
Overlay Reference Proposed 
Step 1 Step 3 Stips 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 
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UNITEDSTATES Name (MFPj 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

MitiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Recreation - Paleontoloqy 
Objective Number 

R-3 

Objective: 

Protect the scientific and research value of paleontological resources within the 
resource area, particularly at Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry, while providing 
public visitation and educational opportunities. 

Rationale: 

The uniqueness of the bone deposits located at Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry has 
been documented (Madsen, 1980). Future opportunities for scientific excavation and 
research may be lost if the resource is not protected. Vandalism already is a 
problem and surface bone deposits have been damaged. With relatively minor invest- 
ments in the facility, the quality of a visit to the public can be greatly enhanced. 
The educational potential of this facility should also continue to be utilized. 

-- .- 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT a 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish management under the existing 
Management plan for Cleveland-Lloyd Dino- 
saur Quarry National Natural Landmark 
(NNL), and for the Recreation Managment 
Area (a 720-acre area around the 80-acre 
National Natural Landmark) as the priority 
land use. The landmark is found in: 

T. 17 S., R. 11 E., SLM 
Section 21, SW&SW* 
Section 28, NW&NW% 

The quarry provides a high quality 
recreational and educational experi- 
ence for local, in-state, out-of- 
state and foreign visitors. These 
services are basic to provide for 
visitor use and visitor health and 
safety. 

Provide visitor services including sewer 
pumping, garbage collection, hauling pot- 
able water, maintenance of the visitor 
center and public displays and providing' 
for the seasonal 5-day staffing of the 
visitor center to the extent consistent 
with funding. 

Eighty acres of this area has been 
set aside for scientific and recre- 
ational use as a national landmark. 
Around this area, other activities 
could occur to the extent they do 
not affect, or could be made to be 
consistent with, protection of the 
scientific context of the dinosaur 
bone deposit. 

Support Requirements 

Outdoor Recreation Planner - .5 WM 
Seasonal Recreation Technician - 5 WM 
Recreation Maintenance Worker - 1 WM 
Visitor Services (1981 dollars) - $1,000 

. IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Recreation (R-3.2) - Recreational services provided would be potentially consistent 
with ACEC designation to manage for paleontological resources and public education 
in the area surrounding the present NNL. 

Watershed (W-4.1) - Maintenance of the facility will provide public information and 
education concerning paleontological resources. 
~~~---~-~-~-~--~~----~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~--~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The NNL contains a nationally significant, unique dinosaur bone deposit. It is 
scientifically valuable and is also used for education and recreation. 

Nore: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

I Name (AIFPI 

a 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 2 

(R-3.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

E. ‘&44dL 
ager, Pr;>e/River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (hlF PI 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANA 

Recommendation 

Review for designation a 720.acre area 
around Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur 
Quarry, which was recommended for pro- 
tection by the Utah State Paleontolo- 
gist, as an Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern (ACEC) based upon 
paleontological values present. With- 
draw the 720.acre area from mineral 
location, if review shows necessity. 

Support Requirements 

Rationale 

Surface dinosaur bone deposits are 
known to exist within the area. There 
is also a reasonable probability of 
shallow bone deposits. The quarry 
site itself represents a highly unusual 
concentration of dinosaur bone. The 
consideration of retrieval and/or 
preservation of information related to 
the paleontology of the area ,would be 
the purpose of designation. 

Team for plan and EA - 5 WM 
Vandalism has occurred to existing 
bone deposits found in the area. 
Valuable scientific and educational 
resources are at stake. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 
. 

Minerals (M-2.1) - 720 acres of the Morrison formation would not be available for 
future mineral location. Existing claims may be subject to a validity examination. 

Positive 

Recreation (R-3.1) - ACEC designation would be consistent with the existing manage- 
ment plan for CLDQ by protecting the geological context of the deposit for scien- 
tific use. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 2.1) - Designation would limit surface disturbance protesting 
watershed values and reducing erosion. 

(W-4.1) - (Paleontology) - Designation would preserve scientific information for 
further study iind for public information and education. 
oo~oooooooooo~o-ooooo~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The 80 acres covered by the Cleveland-Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry National Natural 
Landmark is presently closed to mineral location. Surface disturbance in areas 
around the deposit could disrupt, destroy or remove evidence related to the geo- 
logic context of the deposit. The area represents a very small percentage of the 
Morrison formation and no mineralization of economic value has been identified 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

a 

2 

(R-3.2 Continued) 

within 15 miles. Because surface disturbing activities associated with locatable 
minerals can occur without any prior permit, lease or clearance which would insure 
that evidence related to the scientific value of the deposit is preserved, the area 
should be closed to location. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

. May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

l~~%~~~er Planninq Area 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

,Recreation - River Mgt. 
Objective Number 

R-4 

Objective: 

Protect the natural character of the public lands along the Green River from Sand 
Wash to Swasey's Rapid and provide a continuing opportunity for a quality river 
recreation experience on this segment of the Green River. Protect floatboating 
opportunities on the Price River for future use. 

Rationale: 

As discussed in the PAA and the U.S.U. whitewater river recreation study, river- 
based recreation demand shows by far the fastest rate of growth of any recreational 
activity available in the region. Recreational floatboating use of Desolation and 
Gray Canyons of the Green River has shown a similar explosive rate of increase. 
This area currently receives over 6,000 visitors per year and attracts them from 
all over the world. There is strong public interest in the protection and management 
of this natural resource. 

Given the nature of the recreational use, the importance of an unimpaired natural 
environment to its users and the outstanding natural setting preservation of the 
natural character of this river area is of great importance to the user public. 
Significant historical and archaeological values are also known to exist along this 
river segment. 

The environment along the river is of economic importance to commercial outfitters 
and service industries related to the outfitting business. Most of these businesses 
are part of the local or regional economy. Many of the outfitters have promoted 
river trips on this river segment based upon its reputation as the "Green River 
Wilderness" and its natural and wild beauty. 

A portion of this river segment is also a National Historical Landmark set aside so 
that visitors might see the area much as Major John Wesley Powell saw it in 1869. 

Increased use has also led to environmental and sociological pressures on the 
canyon environment. Trampling of vegetation leading to "beat-out" camp sites has 
occurred. Some.visitors have the perception that the river is becoming crowded. 
This has led to management efforts to control or direct use to minimize environmental 
impacts to the canyons and yet to offer a high quality recreational experience to 
as many members of the public as possible. 

----- 
(I71siructio71s on reverse) Form ICOO-20(April1975‘1 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Name f.VFP) 

Price River Planninq Are? 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 
. 

RpcrPatl on R-4.1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish recreation use and cultural pres- 
ervation in Desolation and Gray Canyons as 
the priority land uses for the Recreation 
Management Area, Desolation Canyon National 
Historical Landmark and Flat Canyon Arch- 
eological District. Manage the area under 
the provisions of the Desolation and Gray 
Canyons of the Green River River Manage- 
ment Plan. Provide visitor services in- 
cluding sewer pumping (Swasey Rapid and 
Sand Wash), propane and water hauling 
to the ranger station, camp site clean- 
up* and campsite vegetation and archae- 
ological site monitoring within the con- 
straints of funding. 

Support Requirements 

Outdoor Recreation Planner - 1 WM 
Recreation Maintenance Workers - 5 WM 
Visitor and Site Maintenance - $5,000 

(1981 dollars) 

Other than dispersed activities, 
such as hunting and general ORV 
use, requiring much lower levels 
of use supervision, river recrea- 
tion provides the highest number 
of user days in the resource area. 
In addition, river recreation 
related service industries play a 
role in the local and regional 
economy. The user population is 
lpcal, regional, national and from 
foreign countries. A large area is 
affected: an 84-mile segment, 
approximately 150 camp sites and 
numerous side canyons used for 
hiking. Sensitive biological and 
cultural resources are present in 
the area. 

Preservation of the natural envi- 
rons present when Major John Wesley 
Powell first explored the area was 
identified as the purpose for designa- 
tion of the NHL. 

A high intensity environmental analy- 
sis addressing the river management 
plan was completed and approved in 
1979 after considerable multiple 
resource analysis and public partici- 
pation. The plan was approved by the 
Utah State Director in 1979. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

y3”p (Rw - Construction of barriers could exclude livestock from feed or 
. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

II~!.~ir//Cllll?l~ On rrverse) Form 1600--71 (Apr:: IO:?) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ' 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

. 
-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN * n R-4.1 Paae 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(R-4.1 Continued) 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recreation (R-1.1) - Construction of livestock barriers would not be consistent 
with VRM Class I designation unless barriers were small and only natural materials 
were used. 

(R-7.4) - Possible closure would restrict ORV use in Range Creek Bottom on an 
existing jeep trail. 

Positive 

Cultural (General) - Continued inventory of cultural sites could improve file 
documentation for Nine Mile Canyon, Desolation Canyon and Flat Canyon sites along 
the Green River. Monitoring will help protect cultural values at these sites. 

Range (RM-1) - Barriers could be constructed to allow livestock passage on a 
perscriptive basis. 

(RM-3.1) - ORV closure would improve riparian site conditions by eliminating creek 
crossings and surface disturbance. 

(RM-3.1, 3.2) - Federal ownership would insure protection of riparian sites and 
could prevent construction at these sites. 

Recreation (R-1.1, 1.2) - Scenic easements or title could insure protection of WI 
Class I and Class II scenic values along Desolation and Gray Canyons. 

(R-4.1) - Acquisitions or easements would be consistent with the approved manage- 
ment plan and with the present recreational use. 

(R-4.2) - Completion of the exchange at Swasey Rapid would allow for facilities 
placement on those lands in the future. 

(R-4.2) - Barriers at Sand Wash would keep livestock off the more highly used 
camping area during the floatboating season. It would also help with maintenance 
of facilities in a condition suitable for public. 

(R-7.4) - Use of most of the existing jeep trail could continue to near Range Creek 
Bottom. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.5, 3.3) Restriction of livestock where barriers are 
placed would reduce trampling and streambank erosion at the indicated campsites 
along the Green River. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

‘-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. R-4.1 PaaL 3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(R-4.1 Continued) 

(W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.5, 3.3) - Limiting surface disturbance associated with ORV use 
would reduce erosion and impacts to watershed values. 

(W-3.3) - Watershed values are'protected by management which reduces compaction and 
erosion along stream channels. 

Wildlife (WL-9.1) - Continued closure of Rock Creek campsite will improve riparian 
and fishery habitats along Rock Creek. 

(WL-9.1) - Riparian habitat and fishery along Range Creek could be improved by 
reducing or eliminating ORV use. Livestock exclosures would improve riparian 
habitat condition along the Green River and its tributaries. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Alternative 1 ' 

Establish recreation use and cultural preservation in Desolation and Gray Canyons 
for the Recreation Management Area, Desolation Canyon National Historical Landmark 
and Flat Canyon Archeological District. Manage the area under the provisions of 
the Desolation and Gray Canyons of the Green River River Management Plan. Provide 
visitor services including sewer pumping (Swasey Rapid and Sand Wash), propane and 
water hauling to the ranger station, campsite cleanup, and campsite and archeologi- 
cal site monitoring within the constraints of funding. Place livestock barriers 
when needed and use materials which are natural or appear natural in a manner 
consistent with VRM Class I guidelines. (Insure that adequate livestock access to 
water is not denied.) Continue monitoring ORV use in Range Creek Bottom to deter- 
mine if ORV closure is justified. 

Impact Identification - This alternative would provide similar positive impacts to 
the recommendation except that conflicts between ORV and river recreation could 
continue to occur for the present time. Potential negative impacts to visual 
resources and livestock use would be largely mitigated. Feed within the exclosure 
areas would continue to be unavailable to livestock. Benefits to riparian sites as 
a result of ORV closure would not occur. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Considerable multiple resource analysis and public participation led to the devel- 
opment of the management plan. No significant land use changes have occurred since 
the plan was approved. Livestock forage foregone by possible exclosures would not 
be significant due to the very small area which would be affected. Alternative 1 
would insure mitigation of other possible livestock grazing or visual resources 
impacts. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFPJ 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

. R-4.1 Paw4 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(R-4.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Alternative 1. A 

1 May 13, 1983 
, Prich Qiver Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name fillFPl 
. . ce River Plannlnq Are- c 

Activity 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DE&ON 

R-4:7 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Complete support facilities .design and 
construction for the following: 

1. Swasey's Rapid 

These facilities would improve public 
access to and egress from the Green 
River. They would also provide 
improved public toilet, picnic and 

Asphalt boat ramp and access 
camping facilities both for river 

a. 
(1,200 square feet) 

users and other recreationists (such 
'as those from the town of Green 

b. 
River). It would eliminate vehicle 

Gravelled roads and parking hazards such as bogging down in sand 
and damage from rocks and debris. 

C. Group picnic area 

d. Picnic and camping area 

2. Sand Wash Ranger Station 

a. New restroom facilities 

b. Camping turnouts 

C. Gravelled boat ramp 
(1,800 square yards) 

d. Cement pad for the contact 
station/screen shelter (4.2 cubic yards) 

e. Parking turnouts 

f. Shaded rest area with 
bulletin board 

Support Requirements 

Recreation Maintenance Worker - 2 WM 
Equipment Operator - 1 WM 
Procurement (1981 dollars) - $70,000 
-o---------o------------------------------------------------------------o---------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Recreation (R-4.1) - Installation of facilities at Swasey Rapid could reduce the 
suitability of river segments below the rapid for scenic designation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

:l..~:ri,rrror,s “PI reversei 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREALJOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

_. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(R-4.2 Continued) 

Name fIzlf-‘PI 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

R-4.7 P’~se2 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

Positive 

Recreation (R-4.1) - Facilities would provide support for ongoing recreation 
activities. 

(R-4.1) - Facilities would help support visitor use of a potential Wild and Scenic 
river. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The site improvements referenced would improve recreation services provided to the 
floatboating public and to residents of Green River. The effect on potential Wild 
and Scenic River designation would be minor because 1) Swasey Rapid is only 3 miles 
upstream from a diversion dam and 2) construction would occur along a river segment 
which is already roaded. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

i Accept the recommendation. 

253 LZfWd 
Area Manager; Prick River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 
n 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed -- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name UFP) 

,Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

. 
Bwwati on R-4.3 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendat ion Rationale 

Mitigate, to the extent cbnsistent Floatboating is a well established use of 
with the exercise of valid existing water in the Green River through Desolation 
rights, the impact of possible water and Gray Canyons. Economic, social and 
diversions from the Green and Price recreational benefits are being derived 
Rivers on recreational floatboat- from this use. Negative effects upon rec- 
ing activities. Possible mitigation reational flows in the Green River would 
options could include: adversely affect present users. 

1) Consideration of alternate 
sources. 

2) Establishing flow regimes 
which would provide for continued 
high quality floatboating use. 

Some floatboating use currently occurs. 
along the river segment between Woodside 
and the Price River's confluence with the 
Green River. The opportunities are dependent 
on adequate spring flows. The whitewater 
experience on this.stretch is exciting and 
challenging. . 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Minerals (M-1.5) - Requirement to consider alternative sources to Price River water 
could restrict mining uses of the river. 

Positive 

Range (RM-3.1, 3.'2) - Protection of flows in the Price River will protect riparian 
vegetation types and provide a reliable water source. 

Recreation (R-1.2) - Protection of flows will insure continued riparian vegetation 
and water elements in the present landscape. 

(R-4.1) - The Price River below Woodside can be combined with the Green River in 
Gray Canyon for a one or two day floatboating trip with about 12 Class III rapids 
on the Price River. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.2, 1.4,.3.3) - Protection of flows would help stabilize ripar- 
ian vegetation, reduce bank and channel erosion, TDS and suspended solids. 
________________L___---------------------------------------------------------------. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

il):.<:f3cr;i4t Y 0,) wt ~73~) Form lWX3-21 (April 1975) 
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Overlay Reference 

Step 1 step 3 

i{f?ZZ:er Planning ArE 
UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-’ 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

To the extent 1) reasonable alternatives are possible and 2) the exercise of valid 
existing rights is not curtailed, the long term recreation value of the Green and 
Price Rivers could be maintained by careful consideration of alternative sources of 
water and other possible mitigation to insure recreational flows. Maintenance of 
flows would also have positive effects on riparian areas and water quality. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

& c &~+Q,LQL . May 13, 1983 
Area Manager', PriCdRiver Date 

------------_--------------------------------------------------~-------~----------- 

. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed - 
~l~:::!~/,rrI,,l:s 0,) rc,‘c,sc~ Form 1600-21 (April 12-I 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name IMFPI 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

. R-4.4 
Overlay Reference Proposed Sti; 

Step 1 Step 3 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed =- 
clt,.\:,.rCll~vl7 01, rl.I~ersr) korm 1600-21 (April lQ7.7) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name IMFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

MhAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

-Recreation - Price Canyon 
Objective Number 

R-5 

Objective: 

Maintain, enhance, develop and protect recreation opportunities and facilities at 
Price Canyon Recreation Area to provide for (1) 
(2) necessary support services, and (3) visitor 

high.quality recreational experiences. 
health and safety. 

Rationale: 

Based upon the PAA analysis, population and recreational use is expected to continue 
to increase. The importance of this site due to its proximity to populated areas 
and its setting is also expected to increase. This site already receives significant 
amounts of use (approximately 36 percent of its total use capacity). The site also 
has a good potential for expanding opportunities available to the user public with 
relatively low BLM investments in funds or personnel time. 

--- 
(instructions on reverse) 

Form 1600-20 (April lz]TIj 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMFPl 

,Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

. rwatlnn R-F;- 1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Slep 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish recreation use of Price Canyon 
Recreation Area as the priority land use 
for the 2,540-acre area identified as 
the Recreation Management Area around 
the site. First emphasis should be 
placed on such visitor services as road 
maintenance, sewer services, garbage 
collection and hauling potable water. 

Support Requirements 

Recreation Maintenance Worker - 2 WM 

Basic Visitor Services - $1,850 
(1981 dollars) . 

This recreation area is the most 
valuable developed recreation facil- 
ity on BLM administered lands in 
Carbon or Emery Counties. Esti- 
mated 1981 replacement value was 
$460,000. It also receives the 
highest total use and serves the 
largest number of people of any BLM 
administered developed recreation 
site in the two counties. The only 
recreational use area receiving a 
higher total use than Price Canyon 
is Desolation and Gray Canyons. 

The recreation area is less than 1 
hours drive from the Price-Helper 
area. In addition to serving the 
local community, the site also serves 
enroute travelers (and other Utah or 
out-of-state visitors) driving off 
Highway 6-50. 

The recreation area offers a wide 
variety of opportunities to users. 
These include hunting, day hiking, 
picnicking, and overnight camping. 
Individual sites range'in size from 
large group sites to small single 
family sites. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The high facility investment in the site, its proximity to the Price-Helper area 
and to Highway 6 and its setting, allow the recreation area to offer high quality 
developed site recreational opportunities to large numbers of visitors. The area 
surrounding the picnic and camping areas includes scenic trails and overlooks. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘lI:.~lT:ir:lOl!~ 0,; rrvcrse) Form 1600-21 (April 15’::’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

_ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

a 

2 

(R-5.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

. 
I E:e139 1g83 

--------------------------------------------------------------~-------------------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~lI:s:?IIc:I<>f?c “R rer~ersc) Forrr: 1600--11 ,Aprll lOi5j 



UNITEDSTATES 1 Name IPIFPJ 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

. Price River Plannino Are 
Activity 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Request that lands belonging to Energy These lands are in close proximity 
Fuels, which are in close proximity of of the Price Canyon Recreation Area. 
the Price Canyon Recreation Area, be Any kind of development would jeop- 
acquired through exchange. The lands ardize the scenic and natural area 
that need to be obtained are: 

T. 12 S., R. 8 E., SLM, Utah 

Section 13: E$W%, SW%SE% 

T. 12 S., R. 9 E., SLM, Utah 

Section 6: Lots 2, 4, 5 and 6, 
NE%SE%, SW%SE% 

Section 7: 'Lots 1, 2, 3'and 4, 
SW%NE%, Et&W%, SE% 

ES%%, 

of the recreational lands. Acquire- 
ment of these lands would increase 
the possibilities for expansion of 
the recreation area through devel- 
opment of trails and overlooks. 
The area is also a valuable wild- 
life habitat location and is used 
extensively by hunters during deer 
season. 

NW&, 

Section 8: &NW% 

Section 17: NW%NW%, SE%NW%, NW%SW%, 
SE%SW%, NW%SE%, SE%SE% 

Section 18: Lots 1;2, 3 and 4, &NE%, 
SW%NW%, E%SW%, SE% 

Section 19: Lots 1 and 2, W$NE%, EL,NW%, 
NQSE%, SW%SE% 

Section 20: NE%NE%, SW%NE%, NE%NW%, 
SW%NW%, N%SE% 

Section 21: NE%SW% 

Section 30: NW%NE% 

Seek right-of-way privileges for the 
primitive road that runs from the 
radio towers in T. 12 S., R. 8 E., 
Section 26. This would allow access 
to the above described lands. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I f,:r:>!:c-:lo~~s 09, rrrvtsr) Form 1600 --‘I (Aprrl 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

-- , BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(R-5.2 Continued) 

Support Requirements 

Name fI\fFPJ 

Price River Planninq Are? 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Require lands to submit a request 
for acquisition or exchange of 
subject lands. 

. IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Recreation (R-1.2, 1.3) - Federal ownership of parcels around the Price Canyon 
recreation area will help preserve scenic values from trails. 

(R-5.1) - Exchange will insure public use and access for recreation around Price 
Canyon Recreation Area. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 2.1, 2.4) - Federal ownership will help insure protection of 
watershed values on drainages to the Price River, including soil retention and 
reduction in erosion. 
---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Acquisiti"on would insure continued public access and use of 'lands around Price 
Canyon Recreation Area. Scenic and watershed values would also be protected. This 
exchange is near completion. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Il~;srr~~flrunc utl rctvrse) Form 1600-21 (Apr:l 1075’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

. 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

:f~~.~:thr:~~~~r 072 rcc~rrsei Fc?rm IGOO-21 (Apr:: 1975’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

~GN*GEMENTFRAMEW~~M PLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

,Price River Planninq Are;_ 
Activity 

Recreation - Cedar Mount? 
Objective Number 

R-6 

Objective: 

Maintain, enhance, develop and protect recreation opportunities and facilities at 
Cedar Mountain Recreation Area to provide (1) high quality recreational experiences, 
(2) necessary support services, and (3) visitor health and safety. 

Rationale: 

This recreation area is less than 1 hours drive from the Emery County towns in 
Castle Valley. It provides both developed picnic sites and dramatic overlooks of 
the San Rafael Swell. There are interpretive signs explaining natural features and 
Bureau projects. The area is currently used by picnickers, families collecting 
firewood, off-road vehicle enthusiasts, sightseers and overnight campers. 

- .- 
(Insfrucfiom on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 107’5) 



UNITEDSTATES 1 Name (MFPI 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

'. \ 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

,Price River Planninq ArE 
Activity 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANA 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish recreation use of Cedar Moun- 
tain Recreation Area as the priority land 

This site offers a unique mix of 

use for the 720 acres around the developed 
recreation opportunities and compli- 
ments dispersed use in the area. 

site. Provide visitor services including 
sewer pumping, garbage collection and Such services are basic to visitor 
facility maintenance as funding permits. health and safety and to protec- 

tion of Bureau investments in 
Support Requirements facilities. 

Recreation Maintenance Worker - 1 WM 
Visitor Services (1981 Dollars) - $1,350 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No-Impacts. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

To protect investments in facilities and to continue to provide developed site 
public recreation opportunities, the recreational environment at, and around, the 
site should be maintained. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. n 

. 
May 13, 1983 
Date 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

JJ ~/g/$ftA m? &.-&&%wkGy~ /e?&7x--24 a L-&-d- 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Jl~:sJ~rtcrions OR 101~~7s~) Fox 16n‘O-21 i.qpr~l 1ST” 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-- MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (izll'l') 

Price River Planninq Are 
Activity 

. 7 
fEZ$%Znce %@sed St 

Step I Step 3 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. * 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

rll;s;t:rrllo?ls on rri~erse) Fcrrr. INlO-21 (April 19:? 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

_. BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
[fz:[g!ver Planning Area 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 ,Recreation - ORV 
Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES R-7 

Objective: 

Provide opportunity for legitimate public off-road vehicle use. Direct use through 
official designation, protecting sensitive environmental recreational and cultural 
values while providing for a variety of ORV settings and opportunities. 

Rationale: 

The Price River Resource Area is receiving increasing off-road vehicle use. The 
inventory of public lands was required by Executive Order. Use is expected to 
continue to increase due to population factors identified in the PAA. Groups from 
the tlasatch Front have also begun to show interest. Those areas which can be shown 
to have sustained significant damage due to ORV use will be recommended to be 
closed. 

-- .------ 

(Iusftucfions on recefse) Form 1600-20 (April l?- 
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UNITEDSTATES 1 Name (MI'P) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT ll$c;yRiver Plannina Ar 

. 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN rrtaat.1 nn R-7- 1 -. Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION. Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Designate the following developed recrea- These areas have been identified in 
tion area as closed to ORV.'s: Price 
Canyon, Cedar Mountain, and Cleveland- 

the Bureau's planning system as 
having special consideration for 

Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry. developed recreational use and are 
not conducive to ORV use within the 

Support Requirements recreation site. The dinosaur 
quarry site is protected under the 

EA Team - 7 positions - .5 WM each Antiquities Act of 1966 and Sec- 
Recreation Technician - 2 WM each year tion 9 of the E. 0. 11644 historic 

to help implement the plan resources. 
--~-~-----~~---~-~-~~~~~~~~~-~-~---~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Recreation (R-1.2, 3.1, 5.1, 6.1) - Scenic value around developed recreation sites 
would not be diminished by ORV tracks (VRM Class II areas). 

Watershed (W-1.1, 2.1, 2.4) - Watershed values would be protected from increased 
erosion due to ORV use. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

In order to protect public safety, facility investment and scenic values, ORVs 
should not be used in these developed sites. The sites were not designed for such 
use and are not conducive to it. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

tll:.rrrrrrrl~Jns 0,) rcryrse) Form 1000-21 ;A;::! 15-T 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name fNI; PI 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Designate the following areas that 
contain archaeological and histori- 
cal values as limited for ORV use 
(limiting use to designated exist- 
ing roads and trails) Nine Mile 
Archaeological District, Desolation 
Canyon Historical Landmark, and Old 
Spanish Trail. 

These areas contain significant archae- 
ological sites and important historical 
areas. Those that have already received 
designation under the Historic Sites and 
Preservation Act and on the National 
Register need continued protection. Those 
that are not yet on the register need 
protection until their National Register 
status is resolved. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Cultural (General) - Limitation of ORV use in NHLs and potential NHL or archeologi- 
cal districts would avoid possible disturbance of historical or archeological 
evidence. 

Recreation (R-1.1, 1.2) - Limitation of ORV use would diminish impacts due to ORV 
tracking in VRM Class I and Class II areas. 

Watershed (N-1.1, 2.1, 2.4) - Watershed values would be protected from increased 
erosion due to ORV use. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Historical or archeological evidence of national importance could be damaged, 
defaced or destroyed by ORV use. Where access is present, existing roads and 
trails provide for present public needs. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

-34i.L z 73wl4A# 
Area Manager, Pri&! River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~"~-~~~~~~~--~~~ 

DECISION 

b& &yr&m/L/r YZL 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘IIls:rtrC:IR?~.T “t! WversP) Far- 1600-:I (Apr:! lP:l! 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Recommendation 

Designate the following areas that con- 
tain primitive, outstanding scenic and 
recreational values as limited to exist- 
ing roads and trails for ORV use: 

Turtle Canyon WSA 
Desolation Canyon WSA 
Mexican Mountain WSA 

---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Past planning areas have recognized 
the primitive values in these areas. 
The wilderness inventory process has 
also recognized these areas as having 
outstanding primitive scenic, natural, 
and recreational values. These 
values should not be compromised 
by ORV use. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Recreation (R-4.1) - A segment.of the present Range Creek jeep trail into Range 
Creek Bottom would remain open. 

Positive 

Recreation (R-1.2) - VRM Class II landscapes would be protected against extensive 
ORV tracking. 

Watershed (W-l. 1, 1.4, 2.‘1, 2.4) - Watershed values would be protected from increas 
ORV tracking. 

Wildlife (WL-8.1) - Restrictions on ORV use would reduce conflicts between ORVs and 
nesting raptors. 

(WL-9.1) - Restrictions on ORV use will protect riparian habitat areas from exces- 
sive,ORV trailing. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1’ 

Designate the following areas that contain primitive, outstanding scenic and 
recreational values as limited to existing roads and trails for ORV use: 

Mexican Mountain WSA 
Turtle Canyon WSA 
Desolation Canyon WSA except for the Range Creek drainage. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I~:zrr~rc/r~~ns on reverse) Form Ib’OcI-21 (April lGT? 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

-. \: I BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT a 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 2 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(R-7.3 Continued) 

Impact Identification - Impacts under Alternative 1 would be similar to those under 
the recommendation except that Range Creek jeep trail would be closed to ORV use. 

Alternative 2 

Designate the following areas that contain primitive, outstanding scenic and 
recreational values as limited to existing roads and trails for ORV use: 

Mexican Mountain WSA 
Turtle Canyon WSA 
Desolation Canyon WSA 

Monitor ORV use in Range Creek to determine if future closure is needed. Close 
Range Creek to ORV use if impacts reach unacceptable levels. Unacceptable levels 
of impact could include regular and continued maintenance required as a result of 
litter, buried garbage, fire pits, archeological vandalism, extensive ORV tracking 
or deterioration of water quality in Range Creek and associated riparian zones. 

Impact Identification - Impacts under Alternative 2 would be similar to those under 
the recommendation except that Range Creek could be closed to ORV use if unaccept- 
able levels of impact occur. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Under the recommendation, ORV use could continue at present levels without regard 
to existing conflicts with other recreational users and resources such as watershed 
values, water quality and riparian areas. Under Alternative 1 conflicts in Range 
Creek would be eliminated but ORV recreation opportunities and ORV access for other 
recreation would be curtailed. Under Alternative 2 present ORV use could continue, 
providing ORV users will help maintain the site in a similar condition to other 
areas along'the Green River in Desolation and upper Gray Canyons and water quality 
in Range Creek and associated riparian zones do not deteriorate. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Alternative 2. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: A:uch additional sheets. if needed 

J/S?.. ‘r:,.‘:,‘r,!\‘ o,* wry-rse) 

&p z, /@3 

Forrr: 16OCL21 (April 1073) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

-, 
\ BtiREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK-PLAN ... 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fA1PP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

. R-7.4 
Overtay.Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Designate the following areas as open to 
ORV use and specificly identify them as 
intensive use areas .for dispersed and 
and competitive or organized events: 

Valleys 
Mounds 
Cedar Mountain 
Emma Park 
Little Park Wash 
Drunkards Wash 
West Benches 

These areas are presently experi- 
encing organized and/or dispersed 
ORV use. There is currently no 
information to suggest any category 
other than open. Specific environ- 
mental concerns can be addressed 
for organized events on a case-by- 
case basis. 

Administer and issue permits for organ- 
ized events. 

Support Requirements 

‘\ Outdoor Recreation Planner - 1.5 WM 
and/or Recreation Technician 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Minerals (M-1.6) - Intensive recreation use may interfere with development in 
Mounds Oil Field. . 

Range (General) - Livestock could be disturbed and vegetation destroyed by ORV use. 

Recreation (R-1.2) - Extensive ORV tracking would not be consistent with main- 
taining VRM Class II where concentrated and evident from common viewpoints. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.8, 2.1, 2.4, 2.5, 3.3) - Intensive ORV use will create critical 
erosion problem areas where use is concentrated. 

Wildlife (WL-1.3, 3.2) - Organized ORV events in Little Park and on the West 
Benches would disturb 1) vegetation and 2) mule deer and elk on winter and critical 
winter ranges. 

(WL-2.3) - Organized ORV events in the Mounds area would disturb antelope popu- 
lations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘Il:.~lr:Ic11~~11s 01, rCcTrSf) Form 160@-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT c 

'? 

- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-A 

(R-7.4 Continued) 

(WL-8.1) - ORV events on the West Benches, Mounds, Cedar Mountain and Emma Park 
would disturb nesting raptors between February 1 and July 15. 

(WL-7.1) - ORV events in Emma Park would disturb nesting habitat for sage grouse 
between March 1 and July 15. 

(WL-9.1) - ORV events in these areas could cause surface disturbance to riparian 
habitat. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

.Designate the following areas as open to ORV use and specifically identify them as 
intensive use areas for dispersed and competitive or organized events: 

Valleys 
Mounds 
Cedar Mountain 
Little Park Wash 
Drunkards Wash 

Allow dispersed use but do not permit competitive or organized events in 

Emma Park 
West Benches - except between December 15 and March 15 

when this area would be closed to ORV use. 

Avoid oil and gas drill site and access areas which are being constructed, drilled 
or tested. Monitor VRM Class II areas for increases in ORV tracking and all areas 
for watershed deterioration. Minimize the impact of ORV events on livestock and 
wildlife through raptor survey, seasonal restrictions and/or avoidance. 

Impact Identification - Negative impacts to mineral development would, in large 
part, be avoided by Alternative 1. Some impacts to visual resources in VRM Class 
i1 areas and possible erosion problems could occur where ORV use is concentrated. 
Impacts to deer using the West Benches would be diminished by seasonal closure. 
Impacts to livestock, antelope and raptors could largely be mitigated. 
-~~~~-~--~~--~-~-~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Under the recommendation those areas most suited to ORV recreation would be open to 
both dispersed use and organized events. However, significant impacts to watershed 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

!It:~;r;rct*o,,” on r,‘.l:e,se) FO~IZ 1000-21 (April 1975’s 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fh!FPl 

Price River Planning Are 
Activity, 

R-7-a P* 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(R-7.4 Continued) 

(erosion) and to wildlife could occur depending upon the season and intensity. 
Under Alternative 1 the potential for adverse impacts to wildlife, livestock, VRM 
and oil and gas development would be substantially reduced. Present use levels in 
these areas do not indicate that use is causing severe problems. The most signifi- 
cant negative impact presently occurring is to mule deer populations on the West 
Benches during the winter months. The alternative would resolve this conflict. 
Enforcement would be a major problem, particularly with winter closure' of the West 
Benches, however enforcement could be obtained by working closely with DWR and 
State Parks and Recreation. 

\ 
DECISION 

Nofe: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘I~!.ilr:I~~Iln~lY 01: rrryvsr) I For- !b(O-21 ,Aprli 10-S 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MiiAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP1 

Name IMFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Activity 

Recreation 
Objective Number 

R-8 

Objective: 

Enhance, develop, maintain, and protect the undeveloped recreational resources in 
the Price River Resource Area to: provide a variety of recreation opportunities 
tailored to meet the present and future needs of the recreating public, obtain the 
most efficient utilization of the management resources available and protect unique 
or sensitive values. 

Rationale: 

The URA III discussion of resource values identified a tremendous number and 
variety of recreation resources in the Price River Resource Area. It also identifiec 
a number of problems including resource degradation, facility and resource vandalism, 
littering, and use conflicts, and pointed out that many of these problems result in 
part from inadequate'management. The PAA analysis concluded that recreation use 
and problems can be expected to increase in the future, particularly given the 
prospects for energy related development. 

The adoption of an active, integrated recreation management program for the area 
would be consistent with Bureau policy as expressed in BLM Manual 1602 and 1603. 
Such an approach would support long-term Bureau recreation program objectives 
specified in Manual 1603. It would conflict with none of the program principles 
and standards identified in the same manual, and would reflect the manual emphasis 
on (1) providing opportunities in areas of national or regional significance; (2) 
giving priority to preservation of environmental values; and (3) insuring a quality 
experience for the recreation user. 

-- 
(instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1973) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

a 

Recommendation Rationale 

Provide for developed and undeveloped 
recreational opportunities in response 
to changes in population. 

1. As developments and population 
increase in the Book Cliffs vicinity, 
construct recreation turnouts or small 
low maintenance developed sites (a) at 
the mouths of canyons along the base of 
the Book Cliffs, (b) along the Little 
Park road, and (c) at reservoirs devel- 
oped on public land. 

2. Should population and developments 
increase around Price or Woodside, con- 
struct dispersed recreation turnouts 
or small low maintenance developed 
sites at the Woodside Anticline or the 
Mounds-Price River Overlook. 

The potential for population increase 
has been identified. The sites 
identified could provide on public 
land sites for an increased popula- 
tion to recreate. They would be 
near to prospective areas where 
population increases are likely to 
occur. Some might be incorporated 
with right-of-way developments or 
mining plans in the area. Consider- 
ation of such recreation potentials 
in advance is likely to be a very 
cost effective way,of meeting future 
recreation demand. 

Support Requirements 

Outdoor Recreation Planner - .25 WM 
Review of mining plans and major 
right-of-way applications 

Heavy Equipment Operator - .5 WM 
Procurement - $500 (1981 Dollars) 
o~-o-~ooo-o~oo~~o-o~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Neqative . 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 3.2) - Soil compaction and increased erosion 
will result from construction of dispersed sites and from associated use. 

Positive 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

II/:c:~lIcIII)o.s on1 rrtwrse) Fom IWO-21 (Apr:: lC;I> 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT a 

\ ' 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK.BLAN 2 

(R-8:1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The impacts to watershed would be little more than they would be if the minimum 
development did not occur. Areas with rapidly growing populations have shown a 
definite need for this type of recreational facilities. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

Note: Attach additional shtbets. if needed 

~ll:.~.:r!lcttoPJs <a,: rer~rrsc) Forz! 1600-11 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES Name fMFP) 
DEPARTMENTOF THElNTERIOR ' Price River Planninq Area 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-- 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 
. R 8.3 

Ovkrtay Reference P&)posed St? 

Steu 1 Steo 3 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

rlr:.~:rl,ctrons OR rerwsr) Form 1600-21 (April IS:51 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MiNAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

*Watershed 
Objective Number 

W-l 

Objective: 

Develop the watershed management (4340) program into a vital, progressive resource 
concern, integrated with other programs to insure that watershed considerations are 
included in other resource decisions and that other resource considerations are 
included in watershed actions. 

Rationale: 

In the past, the watershed program has been discontinuous, fragmented, and relegated 
to a status of minor importance in planning resource decisions; A well organized, 
active, integrated watershed management program will enhance other resource values, 
insure that watershed values are fully considered, and reduce Bureau decision- 
making time by providing opportunities and bases for making correct choices on 
matters in advance of critical needs and reducing the possibilities for conflicts 
arising at a later date. 

- 
(Instruclions oa reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Manage watersheds for the watershed 
of water yield, water quality, soil 
tion, and vegetation production. 

values 
reten- 

Support Needs 

Past management activities have ignored 
watershed values. As a result, manage- 
ment has been haphazard and detrimental 
to watershed values. Managing for 
watershed values will be beneficial to 
other activities (range and wildlife 
especially) by tending to create condi- 
tions which are advantageous to their 
fuller development. 

1) Continue supporting ongoing studies 
such as the BLM EMRIA studies and the 
Bureau of Reclamation's salinity study. 
Support new studies where the objectives 
are designed to provide information 
necessary to implement the recommendation, 
Conduct local, in-house studies, where 
needed to fill data gaps. 

2) Utilizing available data and publica- 
tions, compile a compendium of watershed 
information for the resource area. The 
format of the compendium should be such 
that as further data is collected or 
studies completed, the information can 
be conventiently added. 

3) Develop a water budget for each major 
stream in the resource area, including 
all perennial streams as well as important 
ephemeral and intermittent drainages. 'A 
list of such streams would include Green 
River, Price River, Range Creek, Rock 
Creek, Jack Creek, Nine Mile Creek, Cotton- 
wood (Canyon) Creek, Whitmore (Canyon) 
Creek, Grassy Trail Creek, Little Park 
Wash, Miller Creek, and Lost Springs 
Wash, among others. The budgets shall 
include information from as many aspects 
of the hydrologic cycle as possible, and 
should include deviations for wet and dry 
years. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

tl~rr:r.rr:rot:s on rrr,ersr) Form 1600-11 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (AIFP) 

(W-l.1 Continued) 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Range (RM-1.1, 1.2) - Managing for watershed values will allow implementation of 
this recommendation because SVIM is based on some watershed considerations, as are 
the seasons of use proposed in RM-1.2. 

(RM-1.4) - Implementing this recommendation would help devise new systems needed 
for allotments with existing systems and all I allotments. 

(RM-2.1) - Implementation of this recommendation will lead to designation of areas 
where P-J needs to be removed for watershed considerations, and removal by wood 
cutting may be a preferred method. 

'(RM-3.1) - Implementation of this recommendation impends a special consideration 
for protecting riparian areas. ACEC designation is one method of protection. 

(RM-3.2) - Implementation of this recommendation would require proper management of 
these important watershed areas. 

Recreation (R-1.1-1.5) - Protection of watershed values would also protect visual 
resources. 

Watershed (W-1.4) - Wetlands, floodplains, and riparian areas are important compon- 
ents of watersheds. They retain soil, act as sediment traps, are very productive 
vegetatively compared to other areas, and act as filters in controlling water 
quality. 

(W-2.1) - Restricting surface disturbing activity is a prime method of improving 
watershed values. 

(W-2.2) - Spring grazing on Mancos shale is the primary livestock use causing loss 
of topsoil and reducing watershed conditions. 

(W-2.3) - ORV use during these periods on Mancos shale is a primary cause of soil 
loss leading to declining watershed conditions. 

(W-2.4) - Steep slopes are very susceptible to surface disturbances leading to 
major erosional events. 

(W-2.5) - Livestock trailed through this area twice a year can cause severe vegeta- 
tion trampling and disturb stream banks, leading to excessive erosion. 

Nore: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

II,:.<?rr,r:lor,.5 un I“rw?tse) Form 1600-121 (April 1975~ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name CAIFPI 

,Price River Planninq Arec 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(W-l. 1 Continued) 

(W-3.2) - Stream banks and channels are much more susceptible to erosion causing 
activities than overland areas. They are the major source of salinity in the 
Resource Area. 

(W-3.3) - Managing for watershed values will ensure maintained water quality and _ 
wilderness/primitive characteristics of IMP areas. 
-----__----__---__-------------------------~--------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

All of the renewable resource programs require productive watersheds. Acceptance 
of the recommendation would be a step towards assuring their integrity and produc- 
tivity benefiting these other programs. There are no major conflicts with the 
recommendation, however, consumptive resource programs (lands, minerals) may have 
to abide by stricter stipulations. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION ,/‘/ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 
:11I.\:t.l,t:I’~l:\ on Ie:‘crse) For- 1600-21 (April 19:“. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RhOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 
.&ice River Plannina Are a 

Activity 

d w-1-7 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

Recommendation 

Obtain water rights needed by BLM pro- 
grams in the resource area for objec- 
tive accomplishment. 

Rationale 

In an arid area such as this, water is 
the factor most limiting to most activi- 
ties. It is critical that the BLM have 
uncontested legal rights to use the 
water necessary to accomplish management 
goals without interference or interrup- 
tion. 

Support Needs 

1) Complete the BLM's contribution to 
those portions of State Adjudication 
Areas 47, 91, and 93 in the resource area 

2) Using water budgets, water appropri- 
ations, and Flaming Gorge release sched- . 
ules, determine if instream flows for 
fisheries and recreation in Rock Creek, 
Range Creek, Price River, and Green 
River can be justified without abroga- 
ting existing water rights. If flows 
can be justified, submit formal state- 
ment of findings and recommendation of 
a course of action through BLM and 
Department of the Interior channels, 
as well as informing the Utah State 
Division of Wildlife Resources and the 
Utah State Engineer's Office of the 
conclusions. 

3) Evaluate the extent, quality and 
recovery potential of groundwater 
aquifers underlying the resource area. 
Examine abandoned drill sites for water 
well conversion potential. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Recreation (R-4.1) - Water rights for instream flows for watershed, wildlife, 
fisheries, and recreation would compliment the recreational uses and primitive/ 
wilderness characteristics of Desolation and Gray Canyons. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~1l1..3n,(1,10,,5 011 ?Pf%=ISP) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

l~~~~~ver Planning Are? 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(W-l.2 Continued) 

(R-4.3) - Certain uses of water (watershed, wildlife, and fisheries) compliment 
recreational uses such as floatboating by protecting the bases of recreational 
activities. Instream flows are part of this bases. 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Maintaining BLM water rights is essential to effective manage- 
ment. 

(W-1.3) - Water rights are essential for water project implementation and use. 

(W-2.5) - A water right for this stretch of stream is requisite to justify this 
action. 

(W-3.3) - Maintaining water rights is necessary to ensure water quality compliance. 
------_----__---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The Bureau currently has enough water to meet its program goals, however, it is not 
necessarily distributed in an efficient manner. New waters will have to be developef 
or current water transported to correct this problem. Certain water uses conflict 
with each other, most noticeably consumptive uses which withdraw water with instream 
uses. Diversions from streams for Bureau needs are likely to be small and this 
potential conflict is minimal. If the occasion were to arise for a significant 
diversion, other uses would have to be considered and alternatives developed on a 
case-by-case basis. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. n 

3% if lL//cu 
Area Mazager, Pr$C Riyer 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

k-4 - V-J /sg&i7?~~d~~~:~ - (+&....,~ / Lk. 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~lf:.~:r:,rriotf.s off ref,erse) Form 1600-21 (April IGTI: 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name Ir\lF P) 

,Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Watershed W-l.3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Construct water projects in accord- Past project development has all too often 
ante with resource area objectives. been haphazard and without real direction. 
Project maintenance plans will also This has resulted in useless, ineffective 
be aligned with objectives. Projects projects, wasted time and money, and 
which do not help meet objectives resource damage. These problems will be 
will be abandoned. eliminated if project work is planned 

around meeting activity objectives. 
Support Needs 

1) In connection with other 
resource specialists, develop an 
intergrated plan for water resource 
project development, maintenance, 
and abandonment that includes consid- 
erations for supply, demand and 

\ 

. ' 
impacts on other resources. The 
plan should have a lo-year scope 
and be reviewed after 5 years. 
_-------------------------------------------~-------------------------------------- 

IHPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Managing for watershed values will require erosion control 
projects which may serve dual purposes with storage for other beneficial uses as a 
co-use of the project. 

(W-1.2) - Water projects will require water rights to assure use by BLM for their 
intended purposes. 

(W-2.1) - Dual purpose, erosion control-storage, projects, as in W-1.1, above. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Assuring compliance with resource area objectives and BLM standards will eliminate. 
needless erosion and sedimentation from improperly constructed reservoirs and 
access roads as well as prevent forage reduction, thus benefitting rangeland 
resources. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ill:~:rl/rif~l?:s Cl?, ?rl,rJrse) For: 16W-21 (April l+T’: 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

l!iiFver Plannins ArEa 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Pfl W-l.? P 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(W-l.3 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

. x!L 6 6 nL//lr/4- May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Pri$d River Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I /II.c:?/~c!fol?F O?l rr,Gvxe) Fom 1690-21 (April 1575: 



1 Name fAll-‘P) UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . . 
iver Plannlna Arec 

Activity 

‘- tprqlwl 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Delineate all wetlands, floodplains, and Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 have 
riparian areas and protect them from decreed that such special areas shall be 
damage by eliminating surface disturbing protected by government agencies having 
activities on-site and in upstream areas authority to regulate their use so that 
where erosion and consequent sedimentation their characteristics of reducing sedi- 
will harm these critical areas. mentation, supporting a wide variety of 

wildlife, and natural productivity can 
be protected, as well as reducing 
flooding and the damage it causes. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (L-2.4) - Could cause additional expenses and/or de1 ay of work for the 
affected companies. 

Minerals (M-1.5) - May- adversely affect development of tar sands in Sunnyside STSA 
because of occurrence of riparian areas. 

Watershed (W-4.1) - Protecting these areas may close some sites to collection, 

Positive 

Range (RM-3.1) - Implementation of this recommendation may require ACEC designation 
as the appropriate protective measure. 

(RM-3.2) - Protecting wetlands precludes disposing or allowing construction on 
them. 

Recreation. (R-1.1-1.4) - VRM categories, in protecting scenic vistas along water- 
ways, would necessarily protect riparian areas. 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Protecting these special areas will benefit watershed values. 
They are important in soil retention and erosion control and wetlands and riparian 
areas tend to act as filters, so water quality would be enhanced. 

(W-2.1) - These areas are sensitive and may require the special treatment outlined 
in this recommendation. 

(W-2.2, 2.3) - Riparian areas in Mancos shale regions are especially valuable 
because of the erosion characterestics of the Mancos soils and the soil holding 
properties of the roots of riparian vegetation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~II:.~:~~c;IoJ~.s 071 wtterse) Form 1600-21 :Apr11 1975, 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 

-- BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (NFPI 

Price River Planninq Are; 
Activity 

n w-1-4 Page. 1 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

(W-l.4 Continued) 

(W-2.5) - The lower Rock Creek drainage is a wetland/riparian area of special 
concern because of its fishery and other considerations deserving protection. 

(W-3.2) - Protecting riparian areas includes protecting that part of the channel 
between the mean low and mean high water lines. In the intermittent streams of the 
Mancos lowlands this area includes the entire stream channel. 

(W-3.3) - Protecting riparian areas will necessarily require maintenance of water 
quality. 

Wildlife (WL-9.2) - Similar recommendation designed to protect riparian areas and 
wetlands because of their special habitats and productivity. 

(WL-10.4) - Will protect floodplain and riparian values in Green River and help 
preserve habitat of endangered species. 

(WL-11.1) - Establishing riparian and wetland areas as Special Management Areas is 
one way of securing protective measures. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Current knowledge of wetland habitats and floodplains is somewhat limited. By 
delineating these areas and protecting them, the Bureau will comply with require- 
ments and be better able to make decisions regarding future land use in a timely 
manner. Full acceptance of the recommendation could preclude some development 
unless suitable mitigation can be developed. This would have to be done on a case- 
by-case basis. These are high value habitat areas that are not easily replaced and 
are very important biologically. The delineation/management of floodplain is 
prescribed by law. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but modify/expand it as follows: 

Where critical areas must be disturbed, stipulations should minimize impacts 
and require post disturbance reclamation. Reclamation should require use of 
native species, be closely monitored and not considered complete until the 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~o:.‘:l,i‘-llo,:~ on rer,ersc) Form 10C10-‘1 (April 10-T‘ i 1-q 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

(W-l.4 Continued) 

desired vegetation is established. If mitigation is not possible, consider 
the requirement of upgrading adjacent similar areas. 

. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

Nofc: Altach additional sheets, if needed 

‘/,;\;‘:;‘-!ro,:s o,z -2vcrse) For: 16r10-21 (April 1975? 



UNITED STATES Name (MFP) 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

w-2 

Objective: 

Protect watersheds within the resource area from degradation caused by man's activi- 
ties and insure that their beneficial uses such as soil conservation, flood control 
and sediment retention are adequately considered in Bureau decision making. 

Rationale: 

Proper consideration of watershed values will assure long term productivity of the 
resource area's surface resources, including soil, vegetation, and dependent animals. 
Lack of consideration of watershed values may result in the sacrifice of long term 
values for ill-conceived short term gains of a single resource or activity. 

z. 

(Insfrucfions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (.4pril 1075’. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Reduce the impacts of surface disturbing 
activities on erosion, sedimentation, and 
s.alinity by eliminating access to sensi- 
tive sites, applying special stipulations 
to sensitive areas, or by implementation 
of watershed improvement techniques, on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Support Needs 

1) Construct water budgets for all 
major drainages. 
2) Inventory of erosion condition 
and potential for all areas. 
3) Inventory and evaluate all exist- 
ing erosion control facilities. 
4) Support ongoing studies and institute 
new studies where needed to evaluate the 
impacts of activities on erosion and its 
consequences. 

Erosion is detrimental to almost all 
l*and uses. It is also self perpetu- 
ating in arid and semi-arid areas 
where precipitation is scarce and 
revegetation slow. The Colorado River 
Salinity Study, 1978, and subsequent 
studies, have shown sedimentation 
to be the major contributor to non- 
point source salinity. Recent Bur- 
eau of Reclamation figures show that 
a reduction of salinity by lmg/l at 
Imperial Dam result in savings of 
$472,00O/year. Reducing erosion by 
increasing cover and soil stability 
will also reduce flooding and related 
damage. 

5) Develop watershed plans for all 
watersheds. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Range (RM-l-l-1.4) - Preventing surface disturbance caused by livestock operations 
will require new management tools. The changes noted in FM-l.1 through RM-1.4 meet 
the criteria needed to reduce erosion, sedimentation, and salinity. 

(RM-2.1) - Reducing the effects of surface disturbance requires consideration be 
given to improving vegetative ground cover conditions. Recommendations RM-2.1 
through 2.3 would improve these conditions. 

(RM-3.1, 3.2) - Implementation of this recommendation will require protection of 
the sensitive riparian, aspen, and mountain browse sites which RM-4.1 and 4.2 
provide for. 

Recreation (R-1.1-1.5) - Reduced surface disturbance will improve visual values. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

tll:.~ir~I(~:!(lt~+ OI: fl’t CTSCJ Form lGOO-21 (Ap:il 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR a 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-- 
AMEWORK PLAN 

(W-2.1 Continued) 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Reducing erosion, sedimentation, and salinity are the major 
aspects of improving watershed values in the resource area. 

(W-1.3) - Controlling erosion and sedimentation may require construction of dual 
use water projects. In addition, large evaporation ponds are one of many proposals 
forwarded in the battle to curb instream salinity of the Colorado River system. 

(W-1.4) - Wetlands, riparian areas, and floodplains are some of the "sensitive 
areas" which need special consideration. 

(W-2.2-2.5) - Mancos shale, slopes greater than 50 percent, and lower Rock Creek 
same as W-1.4, above. 

(W-3.2) - Mancos channels same as W-1.4, above. 

(W-3.3) - Reducing surface impacts in IMP areas will help insure current water 
quality is maintained or improved. 

HULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Reducing erosion sedimentation and salinity will benefit other activities through 
increased soil structural integrity and site productivity and reduced costs for 
implementation and mitigation of programs. There are no apparent conflicts with 
this recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Pr$cb River Date 

__________o_______-_-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Il:.~:rlI.~lIocP 0?1 rcLrrsr1 Form 1600-21 (April 1975 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

a 

Recommendation Rationale 

Significantly reduce erosion of salinity The surfaces of these soils freeze, 
generating Mancos Shale derived soils by expand, and crack under the pressure 
eliminating spring grazing (3/l to 6/15) of the frozen water in winter. As the 
in these areas. soil thaws and dries, it becomes 

extremely friable and livestock tram- 
pling reduces the soil to fine parti- 
cles which are easily washed away by 
spring rains. Changing to a different 
season of use will allow these soils 
to be recompacted. by precipitation 
and, hence, they will be less suscep- 
tible to erosion. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Ranqe (RM-1.1-1.4) - Implementation of this recommendation is complimented by, or 
requires the measures included in, RM-1.1 through 1.4. I 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Eliminating spring grazing on Mancos Shale derived soils will 
reduce erosion, sedimentation and salinity, thereby increasing soil retention and 
vegetative production potential and reduce contributions to further water quality 
deterioration. 

(W-1.3) - Reducing areas open to spring grazing will decrease the number of water 
projects required for livestock use. 

(W-1.4) - Eliminating spring grazing on Mancos Shale derived soils will help 
protect the wetlands, floodplains, and riparian areas located in these regions. 

(W-2.1) - According to BLM's Salinity Study, these Mancos Shale derived soils 
become "sensitive" areas during the spring season. 

(W-3.2) - Livestock access to stream channels carbed in Mancos Shale derived soils 
will be reduced, but not eliminated, by eliminating spring grazing on these soils. 
-oo___-__-_o---_-___o~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

These easily erodable soils are a major contributor to sedimentation. Eliminating 
spring grazing will provide better watershed conditions and improve habitats for 
livestock and wildlife. Many livestock operators, however, are dependent on public 
lands with Mancos Shale derived soils for spring grazing. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘lr:r:rlic-rr,,,t.s cm re,sp,se) FOE 1600-21 (April 1PT5J 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR a 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

(W-2.2 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation in principle, but modify it as follows: 

Encourage livestock operators to change their season of use. When the season 
of use cannot be changed due to operators needs, develop cooperative grazing 
management systems that will benefit livestock and wildlife as well as water- 
shed: 

?z%/ E. B4 44w 
Area Manager, Pri&"Rivz 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

‘DECISION 

Nofe: Attach additional sheets, if needed -- 
1 tllZ:).ltr‘lrn7:2 (,,I rat e1s.e~ Form 1600-11 (April 121Y5’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

1 Name IblFP) 
,Pfce River Plannins Area 

Activity 

-- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

w-7.3 
OverIay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation 

Eliminate surface disturbances on all 
slopes greater than 50 percent except 
for ORVs in certain, but not all areas 
designated as "Open" to ORV use. 

Rationale 

These steep slopes are extremely 
susceptible to erosion and gully 
formation. There is little vegeta- 
tion and the soils are loosely 
compacted, nonadhesive, and may be 
near their slip angle. Reducing as 
much activity as possible on these 
areas will greatly reduce the contri- 
bution of overland flow to erosion and 
sedimentation. 

IYPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative -. , 

Lands (L-2.1) - Certain facilities (e.g. portals) may have to be built on slopes 
greater than 50 percent. 

Minerals (M-1.5) - Will severly restrict mining of tar sands in Sunnyside STSA 
because SM is the necessary technique. 

Positive 

Minerals (M-1.2) - Will assist in updating category system (b&G) by segregating 
lands greater and less than 50 percent slope. 

Range (RM-1.1) - Implementation of this recommendation will be complimented by the 
measures in RM-1.1. 

(RM-1.4) - Implementation of this recommendation may require new systems to reduce 
the impacts of grazing on steep slopes. 

Recreation (R-1.1, 1.2, 1.3) - Will benefit VRM classifications by limiting impair- 
ment of scenic vistas. 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Eliminating surface disturbance on slopes greater than 50 
percent will lead to soil retention and increased potential for vegetative produc- 
tivity, leading to decreased erosion and sedimentation and improved water quality, 
especially salinity. 

(W-2.1) - Steep slopes are especially sensitive to surface disturbance leading to 
erosion and sedimentation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

- ‘, BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(W-2.3 Continued) 

(W-2.2) - Steep slopes inJancos Shale are especially prone . _ to erosion. Elim- 
inating spring grazing will help reduce this erosion, and subsequent salt 1oadin.g 
to streams, during a critical period. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Apply strict stipulations with the intent of protecting watershed values where. 
surface disturbance cannot be avoided on slopes greater than 50 percent. These 
stipulations could include such measures as restricting the amount of surface 
disturbance as much as possible and construction of runoff control structures on a 
site specific basis to reduce erosion. a 

Impact Identification - This alternative is workable and offers the possibility for 
development such as described in L-2.1 and M-l.5 while still protecting watershed 
values. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Eliminating slope disturbances will preserve soil structural integrity, reduce 
vegetation loss and erosion, and help provide better habitats for livestock and 
wildlife. The prohibition of facilities siting and surface mining could severly 
impact mineral development. Alternative 1 would allow for such development without 
compromising watershed values. There would be some additional cost to mineral 
developers to comply with the necessary stipulations. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Alternative 1. 

5 &6&w 
g&, Pri&&iver 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

-----------~---------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ------ 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~II..Y:rllC1lOnC “,I rer.rrse) Form 1600-21 (April IC;Tt 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

/i::,i{Eier Planning Area 

- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN ershed W-2.4 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
- SLep 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Exclude livestock from access to Rock Livestock use has damaged the stream, 
Creek from the point of the confluence 
of the Left and Right Forks in the 

its channel and banks by walking 
through it, by caving in sections and 

SW%, Section 6, T. 15 S., R. 17 E., by resuspending bottom sediments. 
point where it enters onto private Similar damage has occurred to the 
land in SE+, Section 5, T. 15 S., watershed in the valley floor. The 
R. 17 E., SLB&M by constructing a main use by livestock in this area is 
diversion fence from the north canyon the trailing of cattle. By restricting 
wall of the Right Fork, across both the cattle to a small area, away from 
forks near the confluence, and then the creek, for this short but inten- 
to parallel Rock Creek along its south 'sive use, the watershed and creek can 
side at least 100 feet away from the be improved as well as assuring a 
banks. The fence shall join with the quality habitat for the Rock Creek 
fence already in place near the mouth salmonid fishery. 
of the creek. 

IHPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Neqative 

Recreation (R-1.1, 1.2) - Will be a scenic intrusion into VRM Class I area within 1 
mile of Green River. 

(R-2.1) - Construction of the fence would increase the cumulative affect of imprints 
in Rock Creek Canyon adversely affecting naturalness in a portion of Desolation 
Canyon WSA (UT-060.068A). . 

Positive 

Ranqe (RM-1.4) - Implementation of this recommendation will require development of 
a new grazing system on this allotment. 

(RM-3.1) - Protecting this stream stretch with the fence may lead to ACEC designa- 
tion. 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Building this fence will eliminate current erosion, sedimen- 
tation, and vegetation production problems. 

(W-1.4) - The area of concern is a floodplain and riparian habitat, which will be . 
protected by the fence. 

(W-2.1) - The fence project area is currently subject to twice yearly surface 
disturbance from trailing cattle herds. The proposal will eliminate this dis- 
turbance. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~l~:.~~rrdc~~ot:~ on rcl~ersr) Form 1600-21 (April ICrY?\ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (AI12P) 

(W-2.4 Continued) 

(W-3.3) - The project area is under IMP and the project will go a long way towards 
preventing further water quality deterioration in Rock Creek. 

Wildlife (WL-9.1) - Improved trout fishery and wildlife habitat will result from 
this fence. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

The trail could be fenced off at the top of the mountain, totally excluding live- 
stock from the drainage. 

Impact Identification - This alternative would not create a scenic intrusion but 
would still eliminate the trampling, bank caving, erosion, and sedimentation 
caused by livestock access. However, access for grazing purposes to this property 
at the mouth of Rock Creek would be denied the owner. 

Alternative 2 

The Rock Creek drainage could be administratively closed to the grazing and trailing 
of livestock. 

Impact Identification - The impacts of this alternative would be very similar to 
those under Alternative 1. In addition, labor and material costs of the fence 
would be saved. Administrative costs (trespass processing, etc.) might rise under 
this alternative. 

Alternative 3 

The fence could be built, but shielded from view by a barrier of trees and shrubs. 

Impact Identification - This fencing alternative would protect watershed values and 
would, after a period of time for barrier growth, be less of a visual intrusion 
than the recommendation. However this time period could be 20 or more years. This 
would be a very expensive alternative. 
_~~__-~_~~-~-~~~~~~-___________I________~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Erecting the fence will eliminate livestock access and subsequent damage to lower 
Rock Creek. This should lead to improved conditions for watershed values, riparian 
habitat, water qua1 ity, and fisheries. Visual resources will be negatively impacted 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (AIF P) 

-Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

W-3.4 Paad 
Overlay Reference 

Steo 1 Stea 3 

(W-2.4 Continued) 

by the fence in this scenic area. Alternatives 1 and 2 would accomplish the same 
goals without creating a scenic intrusion; however, it would deny the land owner 
access to and use of his property at the mouth of Rock Creek. Alternative 3 offers 
the possibility of hiding the scenic intrusion at a substantial cost. In 1981 a 
rail fence was constructed to fence off the lower .25 miles of the creek and studies 
were established to determine the results of prohibiting livestock access to the 
creek, If there had not been a substantial amount of contributed labor and equipment 
by the Utah National Guard, the project would have been cost prohibitive. 

Rock Creek is a unique riparian area and should be properly managed and protected. 
During the winter.of 1977-78, approximately 75 cattle wintered in the Rock Creek 
drainage. As a result, significant damage to the stream banks and associated 
riparian areas occurred. Fencing the entire length of the creek could cause exces- 
sive trampling by livestock of narrow portions of the canyon. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Modify the recommendation as follows: 

Limit livestock use in the Rock Creek drainage to trailing only. Continue to 
read and evaluate the established studies to determine the effects of both 
livestock use and human trampling. If the effects of livestock and/or human 
use are found to be significant, determine the most cost effective method of 
correcting the problem and proceed with development of the plan/project. 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

. ~IL-s:r:rL-:~r~wr 0.) rcvrrsr) Form 1600-21 (April 197% 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MhAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

,Pr;ce River Planninq Area 
Activity 

.Watershed 
Objective Number 

w-3 

Objective: 

Protect and/or enhance water quality in the resource area to meet or exceed Federal 
and State of Utah standards and regulations. 

Rationale: 

Federal and State of Utah legislative mandates and regulations derived therefrom 
require that Bureau activities not pollute water supplies. Also, if our upstream 
waters are contaminated, it will affect our programs downstream. 

-- - 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975‘; 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT l$iyver Plannino Area 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish a stream gaging and water 
quality monitoring network and install 
equipment where necessary to complete 
it. Eliminate redundant stations. 
Cooperate with other agencies in sta- 
tion siting decisions. Monitor water 
quality data to determine if Bureau 
actions can reduce specific incidents 
of pollution. If we can, execute 
action necessary to reduce the pollu- 
tion. 

Support Needs 

Decisions based on water quality are 
only as good as the available informa- 
tion. In order for decisions to be 
consistent and accurate, a well designed 
network of monitoring stations is 
needed. The ability to correct water 
quality degradation caused by man's 
activities on the public lands is a 
key element to assuring the Bureau's 
compliance with the State and Federal 
regulations and should serve as a tool 
towards presenting a positive image of 
BLM to the public. 

Compile a "catalog" of existing water 
quality data for the planning area. 
~~~~~~~~~D~DDL~~~~~~________________L___~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Filling water quality data gaps is requisite in managing to 
enhance watershed values, especially reducing sedimentation and salinity and 
otherwise improving water quality. 

(W-1.2) - Knowledge of stream flows is important in appropriating water. 

(W-1.3) - Knowledge of stream flows is important in designing storage reservoirs. 

(W-1.4) - Knowledge of stream flows makes floodplain delineation much more accurate. 

(W-3.2) - Knowledge of existing conditions is required to ensure their maintenance 
in the future.. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

This recommendation will help complete a data gathering network which will allow ' 
for better management and improved water resource conditions. It will also eliminate 
duplication of effort by BLM and other agencies. 

h’otc: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘I~:.~:t:,(.t,<>,,*. opt rc~vrscJ Form 1600-21 :Apr11 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

I . Name INFP) 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-IJECISION 

(W-3.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

__---___-________--_--------------------~--------------~----------~---------------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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- MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Recommendation 

Eliminate livestock and vehicle access 
to stream channels which are carved 
in highly saline, Mancos Shale derived 
soils. 

Rationale 

Studies of salinity in the Price River 
Basin conducted and commissioned by 
BLM, and in other areas by other 
agencies or entities have shown that 
the majority of sediment and salinity 
generating minerals are contributed to 
the stream from the channel itself 
from such inchannel processes as bank 
caving/ mass wasting, undercutting, 
scouring, and disturbance of bottom 
sediments. By eliminating distur- 
bances to these sensitive areas, we 
can reduce the major salinity contri- 
butions from public lands. Each 
reduction in salinity of 1 mg/l at 
Imperial Dam results in a savings of 
$472,000 to those downstream users 
(U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, January 
1981 figures). 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Neqative 

Recreation (R-7.4) - Would restrict ORV use in areas where recreation program 
intends to permit them. 

(~-8.1) - 

Positive 

Would deny public vehicle access. 

Watershed (W-1.1) - Protecting stream banks and channels very susceptible to distur- 
bance wil i reduce erosion, sedimentation and salinity in the Mancos lowlands. 

(W-1.4) - Stream banks and channels are an integral part of the riparian system and 
of floodp lains. 

(W-2.1) - Stream banks and channels are more easily eroded per unit surface area 
than other areas. Protecting them will be a major step in reducing erosion, 
sedimentation, and salinity. 

(W-2.3) - Protecting stream banks and channels may require ORV restrictions. 

(W-2.4) - Protecting stream banks will also protect a small area of steep slopes. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed - 
/t:.\rrrrr-,,o,,r on rcrv.-rsr-J Form 1600-21 (April 19751 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

',L BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name IAIF‘P) 

Price River Planninq Arez 
Activity 

blat-Prthed W-3-7 Page 7 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

(W-3.2 Continued) 

(W-2.5) - Protecting the stream banks and channel is a major goal in constructing 
the Rock Creek fence. 

Range (RM-3.1) - Protecting some stream banks may require ACEC designations. 

Wildlife (WL-9.1) - Would improve riparian areas located on Mancos Shale soils. 
--_----------_-----------------------------------------~--------------------------- 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Allow activities in these areas, but exclude them between March 1 and May 15. This 
would still allow ORV use, but would eliminate it during the time when damage to 
watershed values will be most-severe. 

Impact Identification - This alternative would protect watershed values when they 
are most susceptible to damage, while still allowing ORV use for most of the year. 
The time period listed includes Easter weekend, the heaviest single occasion of ORV 
use in these areas. Compliance monitoring of this alternative would be expensive 
and difficult, if not impossible. . 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

This recommendation will reduce salt loading and improve watershed conditions for 
other resources. Alternative 1 would allow ORV use except in the most critical 
period. Enforcing either the recommendation or the alternative would be nearly 
impossible, except for organized ORV events. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Modify the recommendation by substituting Multiple Use Recommendation W-2.2 and the 
following statement: 

Do not authorize organized ORV events where the course will cross Mancos Shale 
derived soils from March 1 to May 15 unless soil conditions at the time allow 
for it. 

h’ore: Attach additional s 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(W-3.2 Continued) 

REASON 

Name (AlFPl 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

shed W-3.? Paae 3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 
> 

If the recommendation or the alternative is accepted, the resulting restrictions 
could not be enforced. 

&~.&z++ May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Pritd River Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MiiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

w-4 

Objective: 

Preserve and protect the resource area's paleontological resources. 

Rationale: 

Fossils are an indicator of previous regional ecological conditions. These condi- 
tions are now reflected in the area's stratigraphy and provide clues on management 
needs. There is also a high level of scientific interest in paleontology. 

-- . -- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 19iIi 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIfE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Provide the public with the opportunity These formations are both common, 
to observe and collect paleomarine easily accessible strata containing 
invertebrate fossils, especially in 
the Cannel and Summerville Formations, 

abundant fossils easily located in 
cuts and outcrops. 

and the Tununk Shale and Ferron Sand- 
stone members of the Mancos Formations. 
Restrict certain areas to scientific 
study if the value of the deposits 
warrant it. 

Support Needs 

1) Inventory and Catalog 
2) Public I and E. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Recreation (R-3.1-3.3) - Supports recommendation by Utah State Paleontologist to 
protect scientific values. 

(R-3.1, 4.1, 6.1) - Would enhance recreational and scientific values (long term 
values may decrease). 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

This recommendation will benefit the public as well as be a positive public relations 
tool for BLM-. Present regulations allow for this use. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Forrrz 160(1--21 (April la:.;‘, 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name(MFPI 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

,Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-1 

Objective: 

Manage mule deer habitat within deer herd units 278, 29, and 32-33 to meet habitat 
requirements (under proper use) for prior stable herd sizes by fiscal year 2002. 
Prior stable population estimates are listed below by herd unit. 

Herd Unit Season of Use Acreage' 

Present Prior Stable 
Population Population 

Level Level 

278 Yearlong 233,985 111 259 
Summer 253,624 3,980 
Winter 

9,256 
333,163 

Critical 
1,688 

Winter 
3,926 

121,438 t 2,677 6,225 

29 Yearlong 405,619 441 441 
Yearlong Moderate : 1 100,706 199 199 

32-33 Yearlong 37,575 223 256 
Summer 136,357. 5,377 
Winter 

6,181 
73,519 5,429 

Critical 
6,240 

Winter 43,788 5,206 5,984 

1 Includes only acres within the Price River Resource Area 

Allotment specific prior stable population estimates are listed in Appendix 2 of 
the MFP Step 1. 

Rationale: 

Supplemental guidance provided in Manual 1603 for the wildlife program identifies 
as a top priority, management of wildlife species of significant economic or recrea- 
tional importance. In 1980, 5,546 hunters were afield hunting mule deer in Herd 
Units 278, 29 and 32-33. Although not all of the hunting indicated was done on BLM 
administered lands, a significant amount is attributable to these lands. Current 
population estimates on each of these herd units, except for 29, are below the 
prior stable population level. Written recommendations have been received from the 
UDWR to manage deer herds at the previously stable or prior stable population 
level. 

-- 

(Inslruc:ior~s on reverse) Form 1000-20 (April 1935) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation Rationale 

Manage allotments or portions of allot- 
ments located on mule deer winter ranoe 
to maximize the percent composition $ 
high v-a'lue browsepeciies-in range 
sites where they potently occur by 
fiscal year 1990. These species are 
listed in URA Step 3 Mule Deer Narra- 
tive, Table 29A. The following 
management prescriptions are recom- 
mended for allotments listed below: 

1. Convert livestock class from sheep 
to cattle 

2. Establish as a season of use for 
cattle only the period beginning May 1 
to July 1. 

3. Graze cattle from May 1 to July 1 
on a temporary nonrenewable basis or 
otherwise as deemed necessary. 

4. Manage existing pinyon-juniper 
chainings for maximum browse produc- 
tion. 

Highest priority allotments (contain- 
ing critical winter ran e) 
nated with an asterisk 9 

are desig- 
*). Specific 

management prescriptions are listed by 
appropriate allotments. These should 
be completed by FY 1990. Also, carry 
forward the Gordon Creek Habitat 
Management Plan. 

Allotment 
Recommended 
Prescription 

* Gordon Creek Unallotted 3, 4 
(Wildlife Reservation) * Haley Canyon 4051 2 4 

* Pinnacle Bench 4090 1: 2, 4 
* Porphyry Bench 4093 1, 2, 4 

Name IAIFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

. . 
e WL-1.1 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Current literature clearly points out 
that food habits of domestic sheep 
more closely resemble mule deer food 
habits than those of cattle (Smith and 
Julander, 1953). Dietary overlap 
between sheep and mule deer was noted 
as a conflict wherever the supply of 
preferred species is inadequate to 
meet requirements of both animals. As 
the selection of preferred species 
becomes limited, the greater the 
dietary overlap. McKean and Bartmann 
(1971) demonstrated that early spring 
browsing by livestock, especially 
sheep, depresses browse production. 

Criteria were developed to evaluate 
the ability of the habitat area to 
meet forage.requirements of wintering 
mule deer (see Habitat Analysis, Mule 
Deer Issue 1, Wildlife Files). Appli- 
cation of these criteria to critical 
winter range in herd unit 32-33 revealed 
that 88 percent of the area rated low 
to very low in providing quality 
forage. This area should be considered 
top priority in implementing recommen- 
dations. High value browse species 
production on mule deer winter range, 
particularly critical winter range, is 
essential in sustaining overwintering 
mule deer. By converting class of 
livestock from sheep to cattle on 
these ranges, livestock pressure on 
browse species will be reduced. 

Food habits data collected on deer 
high priority and critical winter 
range in the Price area showed cattle 
fall diets contained up to 46 percent 
browse species (see URA III Wildlife, 
Mule Deer Narrative). Julander (1955) 
documented large percentages of browse 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed -- 
~I~.c.Y,‘vI/L i:*jcS V,J rt*~*cr.~eJ Form ‘60i+21 :Apr?l 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT l!ii{yver Planninq Area 

(WL-1.1 Continued) 

Allotment 

* Bear Canyon 4006 
* Coal Creek 4027 
* Corner 4030 
* Hayes Wash 4053 
* Little Park 4066 
* Mud Springs 4077 
* Range Creek 4096 
* Rock Creek 4101 
* Soldier Canyon 4105 
* Wattis 4118 
* Consumers Wash 4028 
* Fausett 4045 
* Hiawatha 4052 
* Last Chance 4063 
* North Spring 4082 
* Woodside 4124 

Allred 4003 
Columbia 4020 
Blind Canyon 4010 
Crandall Canyon 4033 
Deadman 4035 
Dugout 4039 
Fan Canyon 4043 
Green River 4049 
Iriart 4057 
Keel 4060 
Kimball 4061 
Kyune II 4062 
Max Canyon 4073 
North Clarks Valley 4079 
North Hollow 4080 
Price Canyon East 4086 
Pine Canyon 4089 
Poison Spring Bench 4091 
Price Canyon West 4094 
Sulfer Canyon 4111 
Stone Cabin 4109 
Sheep Canyon 4103 
Rock Canyon 4100 
Wildcat 4121 

Recommended 
Prescription 

(21 to 8l'percent) in cattle winter 
diets on deer winter range in Utah. 
In his Utah study, Julander noted that 
competition for forage between deer 
and cattle increased tremendously when 
preferred forage species were over 
used or lacking. Early spring browsing 
by cattle was shown by McKean and 
Bartmann (1971) to depress browse 
production. However, they also stated 
that late spring/early summer browsing 
by livestock may increase plant vigor 
and production for winter use by mule 
deer. By imp1 ementing this recommenda- 
tion, the following will be accom- 
plished: reduced livestock browsing 
pressure on high value browse species 
and improved plant vigor and production 
of high value browse species. This 
action will allow the affected areas 
to better meet mule deer winter 
forage requirements. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

fl~!s!l:rc-:lonr on rcverseJ Form 1600-21 ;,4pr:: ICTS) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANA 

(WL-1.1 Continued) 

Allotment 

Willow Creek 4122 
Kyune I 4128 
Crandall Canyon 4033 
Long Bench 4067 
Wildcat 4121 
Woodhill 4123 
Grassy Trail 4048 

Recommended 
Prescription 

2 
2 
2 
1, 2 

ls 
1: : 2 

Support Needs 

1. Range resource support 

a. .5 WMs per year for 5 years 

2. Cooperative agreements with 
affected pennittees 

3. Cooperative agreements with UDWR 
-_-----------------------------------------~-----o------o-------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Forest Products (FP-1.2) - Management of existing pinyon-juniper chainings on mule 
deer winter range for maximum browse production would preclude the regrowth of 
pinyon and juniper for fuelwood production as proposed in FP-1.2. 

Exclusion of sheep use does not allow maximum forage 
use grazing (browsing and grazing) would not be achieved. 

Positive 

Forest Products (FP-1.2) - Management of existing pinyon-juniper chainings on mule 
deer winter range for maximum browse production would allow for Christmas tree 
harvest. 

Recreation (General) - Improved mule deer habitat management will, in the long 
term, maintain or increase the opportunity of hunting mule deer in the resource 
area. 

Ncfe: Attach ‘additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT l~~~~~ver Planning Are, 

a. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENOATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . WI -1-l 
Overlay Reference 

P* 
Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-1.1 Continued) 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Adopt the recommendation as presented except include for conversion from sheep to 
cattle only allotments with critical mule deer winter ranges., noted with an asterisk 

Impact Identification - All impacts (positive and negative) discussed for the 
recommendation would remain with the exception of impacts to the range program. 
Impacts to sheep livestock grazing would exist but on a.reduced number of allotments 
those contining critical deer winter range. 

- . 
MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The lack of high value browse on deer winter ranges, particularly the West Benches, 
has been proven to be a limiting factor for deer. A large portion of the resource 
area has been identified as suitable for sheep use. The few sheep operations on 

_ critical deer winter range could, through cooperation with the livestock operators, 
be relocated to areas with less impacts or grazing systems could be cooperatively 
developed to improve forage for both wildlife and livestock and reduce the conflicts 
Forest Products 1.2 would remain as a negative interaction as fuelwood products 
would not be permitted to grow back for future fuelwood harvest on.all chainings. 
However, pinyon-juniper is not-limiting in the resource area and harvest of alternat 
forest products (i.e., Christmas trees) would be permitted on existing chainings. 
Prescription No. 3 is in accordance with the approved MOU with DWR. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation in principle, however, modify'prescriptions 1 and 2 as 
follows: 

Encourage the livestock operators to change the class of livestock and seasons 
of use to the extent their operations will allow. Cooperatively develop 
grazing systems with the livestock operators involved and DWR that will provide 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

I . MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECXSI~N 

(WL-1.1 Continued) 

Name (MF PI 

Price River Planninq Are< 
Activity 

. . lldl lfe WI -1.1 
Overlay Reference 

Page 

Step 1 Step 3 

the maximum benefit to both livestock and wildlife under the present circum- 
stances. /Specify the desired class of livestock and season of use if applica- 
tions for transfer of grazing preference are received. The allotments noted 
with asterisks should be first priority for action. 

L i&VA 
agGr\, P+i%e River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

Recommendation Rationale 

Maintain all pinyon-juniper stands in 
mule deer winter and critical winter 
habitat, rated as moderate to high 
value for themal cover (200 or more 
trees per acre, 6 feet or greater in 
height). Prohibit all surface distur- 
bance or vegetative manipulation which 
would significantly decrease tree 
density in these areas, unless a 
specific evaluation on thermal cover 
reveals thermal cover in the proposed 
area is not limiting. 

Support Needs: 

Case-by-case basis 

Optimum cover-forage .ratio on mule 
deer range is considered 40 percent 
cover and 60 percent forage (Thomas, 
1979; Kerr, 1979). Cover, specifically 
thermal cover, was evaluated on critica 
winter ranges in the resource area, 
see Habitat Analysis Mule Deer Issue 
6. This evaluation showed critical 
winter ranges (excluding Green River) 
varying from 41 to 56 percent thermal 
cover. Although adequate acreages of 
thermal cover existed, quality of the 
cover varied tremendously. Thermal 
cover quality rating was based on the 
number of trees 6 feet or greater in 
height per acre. Thermal cover quality 
or value ratings for four critical 
winter ranges are listed in Table 2. 

As seen in Table 2, thermal cover in 
Soldier Creek-Coal Creek is predomin- 
antly moderate and high value, while 
thermal cover in Gordon Creek, Range 
Creek and Little Park are predominantl: 
low value. By improving thermal cover 
on critical winter range, deer will be 
less susceptable to severe winter 
conditions. As a result, mule deer 
winter survival will improve. 

TABLE 2 

Habitat Thermal Percent Percent Percent 
Area Cover Low Moderate High 

Herd Unit Critical Winter Range Acres Acres Value Value Value 

278 Little Park 14,892 8,287 44 * 
276 Soldier Creek-Coal Creek 36,350 15,563 

;: 
49 

2: 
27B Range Creek 28,011 11,833 87 0 

32-33 Gordon Creek 36,919 14,898 78 :1 0 

--______________-__-___________________L------------------------------------------- 

Nate: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
*RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (lrlF Pl 

Price River Planninq Are? 
Activity 

. . 
P WI -1.7 Paw 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-1.2 Continued) 

Negative 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Forest Products (FP-1.1) - Protection of the more dense stands of pinyon-juniper 
would reduce the acreage of pinyon-juniper available for forest product sales. 

Minerals (General) - Surface disturbing activities are required for minerals 
actions such as oil/gas locations/roads and seismic lines. Mineral values are as 
likely to occur in pinyon-juniper country as anywhere else. . 

Range (RM-2.1) - Protection of pinyon-juniper areas would result in loss of under- 
story and loss of forage production. This would result from increased density of 
pinyon-juniper in existing stands and through further invasion of the pinyon- 
juniper vegetative type. 

Positive 

\ Recreation (General) - The recommendation would improve winter survival of mule 
deer and, in the long term, maintain or increase hunting opportunities. 

(R-1.1, 1.2) - Protection of the more dense stands of pinyon-juniper would protect 
visual resources in these areas. 

(R-4.1) - Protection of the more dense stands of pinyon-juniper would protect 
scenic values along a potential wild and scenic river segment. 

Watershed (W-1.1, W-2.1) - Implementation of WL-1.2 would result in increased 
vegetative cover, improving soil retention and reducing erosion, sedimentation and 
salt loading. 
---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The recommendation, as stated, does not protect all pinyon-juniper stands with . 
densities greater than 200 trees per acre. These stands will be protected only 
where they are found limiting and used significantly by mule deer for thermal 
cover. This will affect only a very small acreage of pinyon-juniper and will be 
largely restricted to the Gordon Creek critical winter range which supports the 
greatest density of wintering mule deer. Impacts to forest products, minerals and 
range are not significant. The recommendation is well supported by recreation and 
watershed. 

I!~:.~:~:,c-l,ot,r on ?Cwrse) Form 1600-21 (Apr11 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

(WL-1.2 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
- ‘RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation Rationale 

Prohibit.major construction activi- 
ties (i.e., energy exploration, 
powerline construction, coal mine 
development) when deer are on their 
winter range (generally November 1 
to May 15), thereby reducing major 
impacts to wintering deer. Prohibit 
any activity which would result in 
a loss of critical winter range. 
Where these activities cannot be 
prohibited, and disturbance exceeds 
10 acres in size on critical winter 
range, require upgrading of an 
equivelent acreage of adjacent deer 
winter range to accommodate increased 
deer use. The upgrading is to be 
completed commensurate to surface 
disturbing activity on critical 
winter range. Include for similar 
protection and mitigation for 
habitat loss, critically valued 
summer range in herd unit 278. 

Major construction activities w&e iden- 
tified as major impacts to deer when done 
on deer winter range in the winter period, 
see URA Step III Wildlife Section, Mule 
Deer Narrative. Energy development in the 
resource area, specifically coal mine 
development, oil and gas development, and 
tar sands development has increased tremend- 
ously in the past few years and is expected 
to continue. 

Summer range in herd unit 27B due to size 
in comparison with the winter ranges is 
believed to be limiting for the herd. Any 
loss of.summer range would directly affect 
carrying capacity of the herd. UDWR was 
consulted and strongly support this view. 

Support Needs 

. Case by case basis. 

Name (bll-‘f’) 

Price River Planning Arc 
Activity 

Wildlife WL-I.3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Steo 3 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (L-4.1) - The recommendation could cause unnecessary delays in construction 
of facilities for a particular project. 

Minerals (General) - Minerals activities would be prevented during part of the year 
and cause habitat upgrade year-round with resulting increased costs to mineral 
companies and the public. Loss of habitat is inherent to mineral development and 
the economics of habitat upgrade vs wildlife benefit should determine if upgrade is 
reasonable. 

(M-1.5) - Mineral production would be impeded or prevented through possible exclu- 
sion of mineral development in deer areas. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

a 

L 

(WL-1.3 Continued) 

Positive 

Range (RM-3.2) - Similar recommendation. 

Recreation (General) - Implementing this recommendation will reduce disturbance to 
wintering mule deer and reduce loss of critical winter habitat. The result will be 
the maintenance of mule deer populations and associated hunting opportunities. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Major construction activities which would be subject to seasonal restriction on 
winter ranges would include relatively large operations or involve extended periods , 
of impact. Examples of such operations would include activities such as road 
construction, powerline construction, seismic exploration, oil and gas exploration 
or other activities involving large crews, heavy equipment or low level aircraft 
operation. The recommendation is consistent with current stipulations/recommenda- 
tions for soils and watershed protection as well as wildlife. 

Surface disturbing activities resulting in a loss of mule deer critical winter 
range would be subject to off-site mitigation if total displacement area (area 
animals were displaced from) exceeded 10 acres. Mitigation would be scaled to the 
size of operation and the degree of impact. Actual mitigation could range from 
equal acreage enhancement to small habitat improvement projects such as construction 
of a wildlife guzzler. Lands and minerals activities could be negatively impacted, 
however, the recommendation is multiple use oriented and is strongly supported by 
range, watershed and recreation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. /I 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
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DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR a 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Note; Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name f,VFPI 

,Price River Planninq Arc 
Activity . 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
- ‘RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. -* WI -1.5 
Overlay Reference 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allocate forage to mule deer at the 
present demand level as shown by 
allotment in Appendix 2. Where 
sufficient forage is not available, 
allocate to present demand as increases 
in forage becomes available either 
through vegetative manipulation and/or 
grazing management. 

Where forage is or becomes available, 
increase forage allocation to prior 
stable levels as shown in Appendix 2. 

Present forage demand is what is 
needed to sustain existing wildlife 
herd numbers. Without this allocation, 
forage would be overutilized or would 
require reduction of herds. Prior 
stable population levels are level. 
This has been demonstrated to a certain 
degree for mule deer. Written input 
from .UDWR requested prior stable 
numbers be used for allocation at the 
allotment level. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Neqative 

Range (RM-1.1) - Allocation of forage to prior stable mule deer population levels 
in herd unit 32-33 would result in overutilization of browse species. 

Positive 

Recreation - Providing forage for current (and eventually prior stable) population 
levels would insure existing hunting opportunities and eventually provide for 
increased hunting opportunites. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Allocate forage according to levels described by allotment in the Balanced Use 
Alternative of the Price River Grazing Management Environmental Impact Statement,' 
see Table RM-l.lA. Allocate additional forage made available through grazing 
management or vegetative manipulation to the goal of prior stable population 
levels. 

Impact Identification - Impacts to both the range and wildlife programs would 
result from Alternative 1. Impacts to livestock forage allocations would be less 
severe than would occur under the recommendation. Impacts to wildlife would be 
significant as present mule deer populations in herd unit 32-33 would not have 
sufficient forage under proper use. Substantial reductions of the herd (upwards to 
60 percent) would be necessary to bring the population into carrying capacity of 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . WL-1.5 Page . L 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-1.5 Continued) 

the forage available in Alternative 1. Other herd units appear to be adequately 
provided for by Alternative 1. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Critical winter range in herd unit 32-33 supports approximately 5,000 mule deer. 
,These mule deer represent an extremely valuable resource in terms of local economies. 

Substantial herd reduction would directly affect the value of this resource. Other 
herd units would be largely satisfied by Alternative 1, but herd unit 32-33 would 
be significantly impacted. Several livestock operators are also dependent on use 
of these areas for a significant portion of their year-round operation. Many of 
these operators are grazing at less than full preference levels. Increases/decreases 
in forage allocation could have a significant impact in their operations and finan- 
cial.conditions. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Modify the recommendation as follows: 

Establish monitoring studies to determine proper allocation levels for both 
.livestock and wildlife. Make forage allocations based on the study results as 
per current directives in terms of grazing preference and prior stable wildlife 
numbers. Work closely with DWR to reduce/maintain the deer herd in unit 32-33 
at a level that will not cause further deterioration of the range condition 
until allocation levels can be established. The first priority should be the 
allotments involved with unit 32-33. 

REASON 

Monitoring studies prior to allocation are presently required by policy. 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

k&! (,&75&- J?.L fi 
Note: Atzch additional sheets. if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MitiA‘EMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-2 

Objective: 

Manage the Icelander antelope herd to meet habitat requirements for a prior stable 
herd size of 859 antelope on 261,448 acres of high priority antelope habitat by 
1990. 

Rationale: 

Suitable pronghorn antelope habitat is widespread throughout much of the flat to 
rolling desert and semidesert ranges in the resource area. This habitat area 
totals 261,448 acres with present population estimates of 518 antelope. Prior 
stable numbers (calculated from UDWR imput) are estimated at 859 antelope. Public 
response received in relation to a proposal to transplant antelope in the Clarks 
Valley area of the Price River Planning Unit indicated high public interest in 
managing for optimum antelope populations (BLM File 6820). Demand far exceeds the 
16 available pronghorn antelope hunting permits allowed on the Icelander herd in 
1980. There were 241 applications for the 16 permits, 6.25 percent of demand being 
satisfied. 

_-- -- 
(Instructions on reverse) 

Form 1600-20 (April 1075) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR.' 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (AIFP) 
,Price River Planninq Are 

Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
-RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . lldllfe WI -3.1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Change livestock season of use to fall 
and/or winter in the following listed 
allotments on high priority antelope 
range. The current season includes a 
portion or all of the spring use 
period, March 15 to June 1, and 
adversely impacts forb production. 
Key, or higher priority, allotments 
for this recommendation are denoted 
with an asterisk. These allotments 
have the greatest acreages of antelope 
range and presently support the largest 
number of antelope. 

Results of food habits studies conducte: 
on the Icelander antelope herd during 
1979-1980 revealed significant dietary 
overlap between cattle and antelope 
during the spring. Cattle spring 
diets contained up to 10 percent of 
high value perennial forbs which 
lactating does and fawns depend on 
throughout the spring/early summer. 
Close evaluation of allotment vegetative 
production data (Habitat Analysis 
Issue 2 - Wildlife Files) showed a 
lack in. production of high value 
perennial forb species. Implementa- 
tion of this recommendation would 
relieve livestock grazing pressure on 
high value perennial forb species, and 
.thereby increase their percent compo- 
sition in the diet. Improving the 
production of perennial forb species 
would improve antelope reproductive 
success and increase the number of 
antelope capable of existing under 
proper use. 

High Priority Antelope Range Allotments 

Bench, Big Spring*, Cat Canyon*, 
Chimney Rock Flat, Clarks Valley*, 
Cleveland Summer, Cleveland Winter, 
Coon Spring*, Cove, Dripping Spring, 
Elliot Mountain, Elmo, Farnham*, 
Grassy Trail, Humbug, Ice1 ander*, 
Mathis Wash, Mounds*, Mud Spring*, 
North Olsen Lake, Oil Well Draw*, 
South Olsen Lake, Summerville, Trail 
Spring, Victor*, and Woodside 

Support Needs: 

1. Range resource - .5 WM in FY 83 
2. Cooperation with affected pennittee 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

ti* Posi 

Ranqe (RM-1.2) - Recommendations accomplish similar objectives. 

Recreation - Reducing spring competition for forbs will improve antelope'fawn 
survival and condition and improve overall herd productivity. Hunting opportuni- 
ties can be expected to be maintained or improved. 

Nore: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIiE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name fhlI;PI 

,Price River Planninq Are? 
Activity 

IS-DECISION 

(WL-2.1 Continued) 

Watershed (W-1.1, W-2.2) - Implementation of WL-2.1 would reduce erosion in some 
mancos shale areas by eliminating spring grazing. j 

Alternative 1 ' 

ALTERNATIVES 

Establish grazing management systems on allotments on high priority antelope range 
to minimize forage competition.between livestock and antelope.. Design systems to 
minimize impacts to forb production. Key or higher priority allotments denoted 
with an asterisk should be considered first for grazing management systems. 

Impact Identification - The wildlife program would be impacted by Alternative 1. 
Since establishing grazing management systems on spring use allotments would not 
completely solve the problem of forage competition. This is particularly true in 
the instance of traditional fawning grounds, as those areas are often consistently 
used year after year. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Alternative 1 would not fully accomplish the objective of the recommendation. 
However, it would help alleviate the conflict. Further inventories are planned to 
identify fawning areas and allotments containing these areas. After this has been 
completed, specific management systems could be developed to specifically mitigate 
this situation if the problem proves to be significant. This situation has become 
more of a problem for both antelope and livestock since a major oil field has been 
discovered in the high forage value Mounds area. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the alternative with the understanding that special 
have to be designed to deal with significant problems that 
fawning areas. 

REASONS 

management systems may 
may be encountered with 

Properly designeh and implemented grazing systems would benefit both livestock and 
antelope. 

! Eie13, 1983 . 
--_----_---------_--_____I______________------------------------------------------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘l?:.‘:r:~rllo~ls on rerx=rsP) Forrr. liOO,-71 (April IP;I’I 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(WL-2.1 Continued) 

DECISION 

Name fN F PI 

Price River Planninq Are2 
Activity 

- . 
P WI -7.1 

Overlay Reference 
Page 

Step 1 Sten 3 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MF P) 
Price River Plannins Are 
Activity 

. . ife WI-7.7 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Sleo 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

1. Manage antelope habitat for 
optimum forb production during the 
spring and summer. This can be 
achieved most readily by converting 
class of livestock from sheep to 
cattle in the following listed 
allotments by FY 83. Allow no 
further licensing of sheep grazing 
on allotments in high priority 
antelope range, also listed. 
Highest priority on most critical 
allotments are denoted with an 
asterisk. These allotments are char- 
acterized by extremely low perennial 
forb production and/or presently 
support significant numbers of 
antelope. 

Allotments for Sheep to Cattle 
Conversion 

Mounds*, Farnham*, Church Flat, 
Cat Canyon*, Grassy Trail*, and 
Trail Spring 

TWO specific problems exist with sheep 
grazing on antelope range (1) direct 
competition for forage and (2) alterations 
in plant composition. Domestic sheep 
compete more for forage with antelope than 
cattle in every season. spring grazing is 
the most critical season for competition in 
the Icelander antelope habitat area as 
forbs are sought by both animals. Over- 
grazing of sheep is known to dramatically 
impair habitat values for antelope (Buechner 
1950). Buechner bound on these overgrazed 
areas that forb and weedy species were 
eliminated, altering the plant composition 
and making the range unsuitable for antelope. 
Historical records and BLM files indicate 
that the area known as Mounds once supported 
large herds of sheep. Close evaluation of 
the vegetative production data on five 
sheep allotments (Habitat Analysis Issue 3) 
revealed a gross lack of high value perennial 
forb species production, in most cases. 

High Priority Antelope Range 
Allotments 

Bench, Big Spring, Cat Canyon, 
Chimney Rock Flat, Clarks Valley, 
Cleveland Summer, Cl eve1 and Winter, 
Coon Spring, Cove, Dripping Spring, 
Elliot Mountain, Elmo, Farnham, 
Grassy Trail, Humbug, Icelander, 
Mathis Wash, Mounds, Mud Spring, 
North Olsen Lake, Oil Well Draw, 
South Olsen Lake, Summerville, Trail 
Spring, Victor, and Woodside (below 
cliff line). 

A change of class from sheep to cattle, can 
be expected to result in significant 
improvements in restoring needed high value 
perennial forb production in the plant 
community. Ecological condition would 
improve as a result of implementing this 
management decision. With increased high 
value forb production, antelope can be 
expected to increase reproductive success 
and, overall, support increased numbers of 
antelope. Because less competition occurs 
between cattle and antelope, dietary overlap 
would be significantly lower, allowing more 
livestock AUMs to be run in proper use with 
antelope. 

2. Allow areas with low resource 
and property values within high 
priority antelope range to "let 
burn". 

Vegetative stand characteristics are 
discussed by Yoakum in this publication 
“Habitat Management Guides for the American 
Pronghorn Antelope”. Yoakum states that 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR a 
BUREAU.OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(WL-2.2 Continued) 

Support Needs: habitat areas with vegetation over 24 
inches high are less preferred and those 

1. Cooperation with range resource over 30 inches are infrequently used by 
2. Cooperation with range users antelope. Yoakum advocates some method of 

brush control in these types of areas. 

Use of controlled burning is another 
method of enhancing forb production, 
controlled burning could open up habitat 
areas presently supporting too dense a 
stand of vegetation for regular use' by 

. antelope. 
________________________________________----~-------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Range (RM-1.3) - Elimination of sheep would underutilize available forage in the 
Mounds, Farnham, and Church Flat Allotments. Winter forage is not believed to be 
limiting to antelope and, therefore, sheep winter use should not conflict with 
antelope. 

Positive 

Fire (F-1.2) - Recommendation includes areas identified as "let burn" areas, 

Recreation (General) - Reducing competition for forbs will improve antelope fawn 
survival and condition and improve overall herd productivity. Hunting opportunities 
can be expected to be maintained or improved. 
________-------------------------------------~-------~------------------------------ 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Restrict sheep grazing on antelope allotments to the season of least forage competi- 
tion. The season of least forage competition is fall, and in some cases, winter. 

Impact Identification - The wildlife program would be negatively impacted by the 
alternative. Impacts to browse species may result on some allotments. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANA 

(ML-2.2 Continued) 

Alternative 2 

Establish grazing management systems on allotments on high priority antelope range 
to minimize forage competition between livestock and antelope. Design systems to 
minimize impacts to forb production. Key or higher priority allotments denoted 
with an asterisk should be considered first for grazing management systems. 

Impact Identification - The wildlife'program would be negatively impacted by the 
alternative since establishing grazing management systems would not completely 
correct the problem of forage competition. As long as spring grazing is occurring, 
either on a rotation system or other grazing management system, the forage is being 
removed. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

In some instances the livestock operators involved could not economically change 
their class of livestock. In other instances, requests have been received to make 
the recommended change in class of livestock. Refusing to issue licenses for sheep 
grazing where the only major conflict is with forb availability with antelope is 
not reasonable, particularly when there is more than ample forage available for 
antelope within their present range. There are several areas within the antelope 
range that have low resource and property.value in terms of wild fire. These areas 
could be designated as "let burn" areas with no conflict as long as the strict "let 
burn" procedures were followed. 

Alternative 1 will not fully achieve the objective of the recommendation but 
provides an alternative in trying to accomplish the goal of the objective. However, 
implementation could require livestock operators to use allotments at a time that 
will not fit in their year-round operations and could not be made to fit. 

Alternative 2 will also not fully achieve the objective of the recommendation; 
however, it would not require livestock operations to change to a season of use 
that is not compatible with their operation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Part 2 of the recommendation and Alternative 2 .for Part 1 of the recom- 
mendation. Approve application for change of class of livestock from sheep to 
cattle on high priority antelope range when they are received. 

~ E:,‘“s 1g83 
-------_------------________I__________ ----------“------------o-o---------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

(WL-2.2 Continued) 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, iI needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 

Name (MFPI 

Price River Planning Arer: 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEhlENT Activitv 

_. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Wildlife WL-2.3 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION I Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allow no surface occupancy or other 
surface disturbing activity (which 
may affect antelope movement) 
within critical antelope movement 
corridors and within .25 miles of 
key water sources listed below. 

A Known Geological Structure (KGS) is 
present within the high priority Icelander 
antelope herd. The Grassy Trail oil and 
gas field lies within this KGS. Antenrieth, 
1978, recommended prohibiting disturbance 
of key areas and maintaining a buffer zone 
of 0.4 km of key areas. BLM Manual 1603, 
Wildlife Program Activity Policy Statement, 
specifically points out the need to main- 
tain essential requirements of wildlife, 
particularly with increasing energy and 
mineral resource development. 

Antelope Movement Corridor 
(Mounds Reef 1) 

T. 16 S., R. 12 E. 

Section 1: SE%SE%, S$NE%SE%, 
SE%NW%SE%, E+SW%SE% 

Section 12: NE%NE%, N+SE%NE%, 
NE%SW%NE%, EL,NW%NE% ' 

T. 16 S., R. 13 E. 

Section 6: SW%SW%, NW%SW%, S$SW%NW%, 
W&SE%SW%, Wt,NE%SW%, 
SW%SE%NW% 

Section 7: NbNW%NW%, NW%NE%NW% 
(Mounds Reef 2) 

T. 16 S., R. 12 E. 

Section 1: NE%SW% 

Grassy Trail Antelope Water Catchment 

T. 16 S., R. 12 E. 

Section 1: NE%NE%, SE%NE% 

T. 16 S., R. 13 E. 

Section 6: NW%NW%, SWLNWL 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ilt:c~r,dr~:lo#?s *t, reverse) For- 16!7C-21 i.\p::i lO?.i‘, 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (hlFP) 

Price River Planning Arer 
Activity 

. . WI-7-3 r 
Overlay Reference 

Pnge.L 
Step 1 Steo 3 

(WL-2.3 Continued) 

Clarks Valley Antelope Water Catchment 

T. 14 S., R. 12 E. 

Section 34: SE%NE&, S&NE&NE%, 
NkNE!$E% 

Section 35: S&NW%, SjNW%NW%, 
N%NW+SW% 

Mounds Reservoir 
Southeast Mounds Reservoir 
Midway Reservoir 
Goodwater Reservoir 
Olsen Reservoir 

Support Needs: 

Minerals Resource Coordination . 
---------_-----------"---------------------------------~--------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Minerals (M-1.3) - Prohibiting surface occupancy 
corridors and waters would increase restrictions 
Known Geologic Structure. 

Positive 

within .25 miles of antelope 
on oil and gas development in a 

Recreation (General) - Protecting antelope critical habitats would help ensure 
maintenance of existing hunting opportunities. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 3.2) - Limiting or prohibiting oil and gas activities 
and off-road vehicle disturbances, as proposed in WL-2.4, .would reduce erosion and 
the consequences of erosion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘18 . . :r:~rriortr 0~1 reverse) Fcro lij.?O--21 (Apr:! 1073 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name CNFP) 

*Price River Planning Ar5 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN -’ 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

ldlifo WI -7..3 
Overlay Reference 

Pagg 
Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-2.3 Continued) 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Establish the critical habitats listed as minimum disturbance areas. This designa- 
tion would serve to limit activity (i.e., road construction, surface facilities, 
etc.) in these areas. Only activities previously authorized (i.e., oil and gas 
leases) would be permitted in these areas. Where these activities result in displac 
ment of animals from these critical habitat areas, mitigation would be required. 
Mitigation could include on-site or off-site enhancement of antelope habitat such 
as vegetative treatment or water development. 

Impact Identification - Negative impacts can be ,expected to M-1.3, but to a less 
degree than the recommendation. Critical antelope habitats will also be impacted 
as less protection would be afforded these habitats. 
-------------------------------------------~--------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Not all critical habitats for antelope have been identified. Further inventories. 
are being conducted in association with the Icelander Antelope Habitat Management 
Plan to identify these areas. The recommendation and alternative, to a lesser 
degree, will protect these habitats. However, both the recommendation and the 
alternative would put restrictions, arid in some cases severe, restrictions, on oil 
and gas development in a KGS. The alternative does provide a foundation in which 
to minimize disturbance through coordination with the oil field operators and lease 
holders. Limiting disturbances near the reservoirs would benefit livestock grazing 
as well as wildlife since livestock can also be hindered from watering by activities 
near water sources. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the alternative with the modification that "mitigation could be required" 
instead of "would be required". 

REASON 

ither on-site or off-site mitigation could be considered an unreasonable 
for future development of a production oil field in a KGS. 

Requiring e 
restriction 

!I71 ~:r~drtt:,vs OR rrberse) For= 1600-21 (April 1075‘ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 

'\ BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEtiENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Ncrc: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 1 Name (NFPI 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
Price River Plannins Arez 
Activity 

._. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

WI -7-5 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Slep 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allocate forage to antelope at the Prior stable population levels represent a 
prior stable demand level as shown stable population level. Written input 
by allotment in Appendix 2. Where from the UDWR requested prior stable numbers 
sufficient forage is not available, be used for allocation at the allotment 
allocate to prior stable demand as level. 
increases in forage become available 
either through vegetative manipulation 
and/or grazing management. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATIONS 

Negative 

Range (General) - Would not allow for maximum livestock forage allocation in all 
cases. 

Positive 1 

Recreation (General) - Preserving forage for prior stable antelope populations will 
provide for significant increases in hunting opportunities for this species. 
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,------------------------------------------------------------------ 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 t 

Allocate forage according to levels described by allotment in the Balanced Use 
Alternative of the Price River Grazing Management Environmental Impact Statement, 
see Table RM-l,.lA..--Allocate additional forage made available through grazing 
management or vegetative manipulation to the goal of prior stable population 
levels or optimum population levels as determined by further studies. 

Impact Identification -* The range program would be slightly impacted as maximum 
livestock forage allocation would be possible in all cases. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Over nearly the entire antelope range, antelope can be more than adequately provided 
for with no impact to livestock grazing. Alternative 1 will meet or exceed estimate: 
of antelope prior stable population levels on an allotment basis. Livestock forage 
would be better provided for by the alternative while antelope forage would be 
better provided for by the recommendation. Even though there are no conflicts 
known, a final decision should not be made until monitoring studies confirm the 
data. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 
‘lt!.~:r,.c-II<,,:P ..J,, rc,,e,sp) Form 11500~21 (Apr:! 1975’1 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-.MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(WL-2.5 Continued) 

Name (MFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

. . 
w 

Overlay Reference 
Page2 

Step 1 Step 3 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the alternative, but add the statement "if monitoring studies confirm the 
current data". 

REASON 

Both maximum livestock forage allocation and antelope prior stable population 
levels can be provided for as an allotment basis. However, current policy requires 
establishment of monitoring studies prior to allocation. . 

2. Ewf-bL May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Prick River Date 

DECISION 

h’ore: Attach additional sheets, if needed - 
~lt:~:rrrc’l:o,:c <,?I rewrse) FOG 16r@-:l (Apri: 19:5; 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

--Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

MAMAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-3 

Objective: 

Manage elk habitat within the Range Creek, Manti and Avintaquin herd units to 
provide habitat requirements for prior stable herd sizes by fiscal year 2002. 
Estimates of these population levels within the resource area are presented below. 
Allotment specific prior stable estimates are listed in Appendix 2. 

Herd Unit Season of Use Acreaqe 

Present Optimum 
Population Sustainable 

Estimates Herd Size 

Range Creek Winter 320,025 56 800 
Summer 92,309 56 

Avintaquin (22) Winter _ 104,025 299 1,196 
Summer 37,383 336 1,354 

Manti (12) Winter 64,756 358 398 
Critical Winter 18,007 551 613 
Summer 66,617 603 617 

Rationale: 

Rocky Mountain elk are the second most sought after big game animal in the resource 
area. Although most of the elk hunting within the resource area is done on private 
lands, a significant amount does occur on public lands. Supplemental guidance 
provided in Manual 1603 for the wildlife program identifies, as a top priority, 
management of wildlife species habitat of significant economic or recreational 
importance. Written recommendations have been received from the UDWR to manage elk 
herds to obtain the previously stable or prior stable population levels. 

(I~~sftnclions on reverse) Fort 1600-20 (Aprrl lo::! 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

a 

-’ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation Rationale 

Prohibit actions which would,lead 
to other than natural increases in 
the Range Creek wild horse popula- 
tions, i.e., transplanting of wild 
horses from other herd areas. 

Support Needs 

Range Resource Coordination. 

Studies by Hansen, et al (1977) in Colorado 
revealed diets of free roaming horses were 
very similar to diets of elk using the same 
habitat area. With this potential conflict 
identified, it is important to evaluate 
anticipated impacts of increasing horse 
populations on the expanding Range Creek 
elk herd. One of the key aspects of the 
Range Creek Habitat Management Plan (HMP) 
for elk is to evaluate competition and 
compatability between wild horses and elk. 
Public and user group sentiments will also 
be addressed in the HMP. The HMP is 
scheduled to begin in FY 1983. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative _ 

Range (RM-4.1, 4.3) - Restriction of Range Creek 
would preclude the management goal of 125 head. 

wild horse herd to present numbers 

Positive 

Recreation (General) - The Range Creek Elk herd is presently not hunted but could 
potentially provide highly valued elk hunting opportunities. Prohibiting introduc- 
tion of wild horses in the area until impacts to the establishing elk herd are 
better understood would ensure equal consideration for both species and therefore 
increase the potential for establishing a huntable.elk herd. 
~~~___~__~~~~~__~~~___I_________________~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Postpone actions which would increase wild horse population numbers until a full 
analysis of impacts between elk and horses is completed. 

Impact Identification - RM-4.1 and 4.3 would be held in abatement pending results 
of analysis. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
L 
8 /!:.<I’.;,‘,*<,*:s c,n ?crsvse) For= ltjOO--21 (April 19;s) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

(Wt.-3.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Sixty elk are estimated to be present in the Range Creek herd unit and 25 horses 
are estimated to occupy the wild horse range. A significant portion of the two 
ranges for these species overlap. Alternative 1 would provide a means to closely 
evaluate impacts of increasing horse populations on the elk populations and vice 
versa. Since substantial numbers of cattle also graze in the area the impacts to 
livestock must also be evaluated. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the alternative in principle but modify it as follows: 

Postpone any actions that would artificially increase the numbers of either 
wild horses or elk until such time as studies are established and evaluated to 
determine the impacts/interrelationships that wild horses, elk and livestock 
have on each other. n 

Area Manager, Pric&'RiverI 
May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 
/I 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~/~~~:~u~~:JoJJs ox rcc*etse) Fnrn 1500-21 iApr:l 19-5) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Recommendation Rationale 

Prohibit surface construction activ- 
ities (i.e., energy exploration, 
powerline construction, coal mine 
development), when elk are on their 
winter ranges (generally November 1 
to May 15). Prohibit any activity 
which would result in loss of 
critical winter range. Where these 
activities cannot be prohibited, and 
disturbance exceeds 10 acres in size 
on critical winter range, require 
upgrading of an equivalent acreage 
of adjacent elk winter range to 
accommodate increased elk use. The 
upgrading is to be completed commen- 
surate with the impacting activity. 
Include for protection from habitat 
loss, critical valued summer range 
in the Range Creek herd unit. 

Major construction activities were iden- 
tified as major impacts to elk when done on 
winter range during the winter period, see 
URA Step III Wildlife Section, Elk Narra- 
tive. Energy development in the resource 
area has increased tremendously in the past 
few years and is expected to continue. 

Summer range in the Range Creek elk herd is 
believed to be limiting. Any loss of such 
habitat would directly reduce herd carrying 
capacity. UDWR was consulted and responded 
with strong support for this view. 

Negative 

Minerals (General) - Same as WL-1.2, except for elk. 

Positive 

Ran e (RM-3.2) I+ - Implementing recommendation WL-3.2 will help protect mountain 
rowse vegetative type. Similar recommendations. 

Recreation (General) - Reducing disturbance to wintering elk and reducing loss of 
winter habitat will help preserve existing hunting opportunities. 

Watershed (W1.l, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4) - Implementation of these recommendations will 
improve watershed values by reducing erosion and sedimentation resulting from ORV 
use, oil and gas activity and other surface disturbing activities. 
---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~-~~ 

Nore: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT a 

(WL-3.2 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Major construction activities which would be subject to seasonal restriction on 
winter ranges would include relatively large operations or involve extended periods 
of impact. Examples of such operations would include activities such as road 
construction, powerline construction, seismic exploration, oil and gas exploration 
or other activities involving large crews, heavy equipment or low level aircraft 
operation. The recommendation is consistent with current stipulations/recommenda- 
tions for soil and watershed protection as well as wildlife. 

Surface disturbing activities resulting in a loss of elk critical winter range 
would be subject to off-site mitigation if total displacement area (area animals 
were displaced from) exceeded 10 acres. Mitigation would be scaled to the size of 
operation and the degree of impact.. Actual mitigation could range from equal 
acreage enhancement to small habitat improvement projects such as construction of 
a wildlife guzzler. Lands and mineral activities could be negatively impacted; 
however, the recommendation is multiple use oriented and is strongly supported by 
range, watershed and recreation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

I z13' 1g83 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

‘I8,\iW‘ ,lOCF Ott rewrsc,J Form 1600-21 (April 1073 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
GXOMMENDATI~N-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFPI 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

. 
WI -3,3 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘~~:+:l.lic-lt<>l?c OfI ret~e?scl Form i&IO--21 (April 1975’) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT a 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allocate forage to elk at the prior 
stable demand level as shoy 
allotment in AppendixZPt he?e 8 

.by 
Prior stable population levels repre- 
sent a stable population level. 
Written input from the UDWR requested 

sufficient forage is not available, 
allocate to prior stable demand as 
increases in forage become available 
either through vegetative manipulation 
and/or grazing management. 

prior stable numbers be used for allo- 
cation at the allotment level. 

Where sufficient forage is available 
and further studies are conducted, 
allocate forage for optimum sustainable 
herds as determined by study. 
---------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~--~~-~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Neqative 

Range (RM-4.1, 4.3) - By allocating forage to prior stable elk population numbers 
the wild horse population would have only enough forage to support present numbers. . 

Positive 

Recreation (General) - Preserving forage for prior stable population levels will 
provide for increases in hunting opportunities in the resource area. 
----------r---r----r---r--ri------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~ 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Allocate forage according to levels described by allotment in the Balanced Use 
.Alternative of the Price River Grazing Management Environmental Impact Statement, 
see Table RM-l.lA. Allocate additional forage made available through grazing 
management or vegetative manipulation to the goal of prior stable population 
levels. 

Impact Identification - Livestock forage allocations would be restricted in a few 
allotments, although to a much lesser degree than in the recommendation. Elk 
forage allocation levels would be less than provided for by the recommendation. 
,,,,,,,,,-,,---,---,-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE'INTERIOR a 

.- BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

(WL-3.4 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Implementation of the recommendation would meet present elk population levels for 
all allotments and meet prior stable population levels for about 50 percent of the 
allotments. Alternative 1 would meet present population forage needs for the 
majority of allotments and prior stable population levels for a few allotments. 
Elk populations in all areas now occupied are increasing and will require allocations 
above present population levels, if numbers are not controlled. Both the recommen- 
dation and the alternative would require livestock grazing in some allotments to 
remain at less than preference levels. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Modify the recommendation as followsi 

Establish monitoring studies to determine proper allocation 'levels for both 
livestock and wildlife. Make forage allocation based on study results as per 
current directives in terms of g.razing preference and prior stable wildlife 
(elk) numbers. Work closely with DWR to maintain elk numbers at a level that 
will not result in range deterioration until allocation levels can be estab- 
lished. 

REASON 

Monitoring studies prior to allocation are presently required by policy. 

DECISION 

iin.c:7ur:20~~9 on reverse) Farm 1500-21 <April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name IMFP) 

Price River Planning Are 
Activity 

IiANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-4 

Objective: 

To proceed with the establishment of desert bighorn in the Elliot Mountain and San 
Rafael habitat areas and to attain and maintain self sustaining population in each 
herd unit. 

Rationale: 

Desert bighorn sheep were abundant in both the North San Rafael and Elliot Mountain 
habitat areas up until the mid 1900s. This species is a highly sought after game 
animal which is presently extirpated over most of its range. Only 19 permiti were 
issued in 1980 in Utah by UDWR, 357 applications were recieved indicating that only 
5 percent of the demand to hunt desert bighorn sheep is being met. 

The Bureau of Land Management, on July 21, 1980, entered into a Supplemental 
Agreement with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources for the reintroduction of 
desert bighorn sheep on public lands within the state of Utah. A local agreement 
was entered into, on January 2, 1978, by the Moab District and the UDWR for the 
reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep in the Moab District. Both the Elliot 
Mountain and North San Rafael habitat areas were identified for release of 30 
bighorn sheep each. Elliot Mountain and the North San Rafael habitat areas are 
tentatively scheduled for bighorn sheep in the 1982-83 release (Bates, personal 
communication). 

__. 
(Icsfructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1575. 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT /%i{iier Plannins Are 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEW 

Recommendation Rationale 

Change class of livestock from sheep 
to cattle in the following allotments 
containing desert bighorn sheep 
habitat. 

4099 River 
4063 Last Chance 
4124 Woodside - above the cliff line 

Conduct a class of livestock feasibil- 
ity evaluation in these allotments to 
identify areas suitable for cattle 
grazing. Close to grazing all areas 
within these allotments not suitable 
for cattle use and manage as a desert 
bighorn sheep natural area. 

Support Needs 

Range Resource Cooperation. 

Domestic sheep grazing poses a strong 
conflict to desert bighorn sheep. The 
problem stems primarily from the 
possibility of disease transmission 
from domestic sheep and compatibility 
of bighorn sheep and domestic sheep. 
BLM is mandated by the Federal Land 
Management Policy Act of 1976 for . 
balanced resource use. Cattle grazing 
is the most compatible livestock use 
on desert bighorn sheep ranges. 

Section 4120.3 of the BLM Grazing 
Administration and Trespass Regulations 
authorizes closure of areas to livestoc 
use when required for the protection 
of wildlife habitat. Section 4112.1A4C 
of the BLM Range Management Manual 
Section supports the removal of domesti 
livestock from range for the purpose 
of resolving livestock/wildlife con- 
flicts. 

Supplemental agreements and local 
agreements have been signed at State 
and District levels by the BLM and 
UDWR to reintroduce bighorn sheep in 
the Elliot Mountain habitat area. 
Tentative plans to release sheep in 
the Elliot Mountain habitat area in 
the 1982-83 release have been made by 
the UDWR (Bates, personal communica- 
tion). The release is pending the 
status of domestic sheep use in the 
allotments in question. 

________-I-----------"---------------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Range (RM-1.3) - Implementation of WL-4.1 will result in under utilization of 
forage and destabilize livestock operations. Affected allotments are listed 
above. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

/l?s,r;,rrior:s OR rI’L’Er.~P~ Form 1600-21 (April 10-51 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

1 Name fMFPJ 

,Price River Planninq Are: 
Activity 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Page 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Ster, 3 

(WL-4.1 Continued) ' 

Positive 

Recreation (General) - Removing domestic sheep from #historic desert bighorn sheep 
ranges will make them suitable for reintroduction of this native species. Wildernesr 
values would be enhanced and if reintroductions were successful, hunting could be 
established. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The Elliot Mountain area, encompassing the above allotments ha's been identified as 
a desert bighorn sheep release area. However, current livestock class does not 
permit the introduction due to problems associated with disease transmission, etc. 
Most of the topography in the allotments listed is only suited to sheep grazing. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMfiENDATION 

Reject the recommendation. 

REASON 

Requiring a-change of class of livestock from sheep to cattle resulting in a 
probable 90 percent reduction in the area suitable for livestock grazing cannot be 
justified for either a natural area for the small bighorn population that exists or 
for a DrODOSed transplant. Particularly when there are other suitable areas for 
transpiani with fewer conflicts. 

25, &D?? 
Area Manager, Pri&rRiveT 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

:IH.~:II/T~IOR.S 01) rcvcr.rel For- 1000-21 (April lFT5‘. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINIERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-” MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
; RECOMMENDATION-ANA 

Recommendation Rationale 

Prohibit major construction activi- 
ties (i.e., oil and gas exploration, 
road construction, etc.) on occu- 
pied desert and Rocky Mountain big- 
horn sheep range during the lambing 
period, May 1 to June 15. Unit 
Resource Analysis Step 3 Overlays 
WL 2 and 3 include all bighorn 
sheep range. 

The lambing period, May 1 to June 15, 
is the most critical period for desert 
and .Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep. 
Disturbances within the period can 

. significantly impact sheep popula-. 
tions. The Elliot Mountain and North 
San Rafael habitat areas are both 
tentatively scheduled for reintroduc- 
tions. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (L-2.4) - This recommendation could cause additional expenses and delay of 
work of the affected companies. 

Minerals (General) - Same as 1.2 except for sheep. 

Positive 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4) - Implementation of these recommendations will 
improve watershed values by reducing erosion and sedimentation resulting from ORV 
use, oil and gas activity and other surface disturbing activities. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Implementation of the recommendation would ha.ve no impact on the minerals, lands or 
other programs at the present since sheep populations are low and may consist only 
of transient animals. However, the current ongoing bighorn sheep reintroduction 
program could result in ranges being more fully occupied in the next few years. 
This recommendation has become a standard BLM stipulation for occupied sheep ranges 
for the reason specified in the rationale. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

Is (If pQ+L May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Priue/River,q Date 

&? '*d+L*i -v-z 
Note: Attach additIona sheets, if need 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Recommendation 

1. Prohibit a change in class of 
livestock to sheep in allotments 
licensed for cattle only use in the . 

~&J&W&&I and North San Rafael 
bighorn sheep habitat areas. Buck- 
master, (west of Tidwell Draw, 
Little Park and Chimney Rock). I 

2. Deny future applications for 
activation of sheep use on allot- 
ments currently adjudicated for dual 
use within the Bgx Flat-Calf Canyon 
area mention&d above. 

Rationale 

Domestic sheep grazing poses a major 
threat of disease transmission to 
desert bighorn populations. This very 
factor is one of the major contribut- 
ing causes of the near extirpation of 
desert bighorn sheep in southeastern 
Utah. 

Support Needs 

Range Resource Cooperation. 
------------_---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Range (RM-1.3) - Implementation of WL-4.3 will result in under utilization of 
forage and destablized livestock operations. Affected allotments are Elliot 
Mountain, Box Flat, and Calf Canyon. 

Positive 

Recreation (General) - Preventing livestock class changes from cattle to sheep in 
the historic bighorn sheep area will ensure that they remain suitable for reintro- 
ductions of bighorns could result in the establishment of hunting. 
------------_---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The Elliot Mountain and North San Rafael habitat areas have'been identified for 
desert bighorn sheep releases. The desert bighorn sheep reintroduction program has 
been in place for many years. A change in class or conversion from cattle to sheep 
would dramatically affect the areas suitability for desert bighorn sheep release. 
Many of these areas are better suited to the grazing of cattle than sheep and the 
recommendation is consistent with good range management practices. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

J/J: \‘Iw~L-!Io~.T on rcverseJ Forz 1600-21 (.tpr:l 1973) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

(WL-4.3 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept Part 1 of the recommendation. Modify Part 2 to read as follows: 

Encourage the livestock operator involved to change his use to cattle only 
and/or cooperatively develop grazing management systems that would lessen the 
conflict with bighorn sheep if populations are discovered in the area or if 
they are transplanted. 

REASON 

The denying of applications to activate sheep use cannot be justified'on the basis 
that a bighorn sheep transplant might be made in the future. 

Also properly developed grazing management systems should benefit 60th livestock 
and wildlife. 

E&q,- ' May 13, 1983 
Area Manager; 'Prick River Date 

__-----__---_-___-_----------~------------------------~------------------------~--- 

DECISION 

d hti/&!!~ 1 A. . 44&- ‘. v , 2, /%fii 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I~:s:*;~cfion~ on reverse) Form lGOQ-21 (AF’:; 1973’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

_. MANAGEMENTFRA 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish as a Special Management 
Area the area referred to here as 
Tidwell Bottoms, Springs and Reef 
Natural Area by the end of FY 1990. 
Complete a special managment plan 
to protect riparian areas springs, 
seeps and historic desert bighorn 
sheep habitat characteristics by 
the end of FY 1990. The following 
legal description describes the 
proposed Special Management Area. 

T. 20 S., R. 14 E. 

The Tidwell Bottoms, Springs and Reef 
Natural Area lies in a highly suitable 
historic desert bighorn sheep habitat 
area. The qualities of the available 
water situated in the rugged, isolated 
terrain are extremely valuable to the 
proposed desert bighorn sheep reintro- 
duction. However, heavy livestock use 
is documented on most of the springs 
and seeps, thereby reducing the value 
to bighorn sheep: A sheep cave, 
documented in the SVIM inventory, also 
lies in the proposed area. The protec- 
tion of this area is essential for the 

Section 31 

T. 21 S.,- R. 14 E. 

preservation of suitable bighorn sheep 
range. 

Section 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 17, 18, 
20, 21, 31 

Section 28: NW&NW%, E$, E$SW& 
E%NW$ 

Section 29: W& SWL,SE& N$NEt, 

T. 22 S., R. 14 E. 

Section 5: WL, 
Section 6 
---------------I---------------------------~~-------------------------------------- 

Positive 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Ranqe (RM-3.1; 3.2) - Similar recommendation. 

Recreation (R-1.2) - Implementing WL-4.4 would protect scenic water locations and 
natural landscape. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4) - Implementation of these recommendations will 
improve watershed values by reducing erosion and sedimentation resulting from ORV 
use, oil and gas activity and other surface disturbing activities. 
--------------------_________________I__------------------------------------------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 /Jr.. :r,,c:,o,:4 ,n,t ,c,‘e,cc, FOXI 16NL-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

a 

.MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

(WL-4.4 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

There are no negative interactions while range, recreation and watershed have 
positive interactions with this recommendation. The recommendation benefits 
several other activities. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘/I:.*:.‘.li.:,‘NF #,,, re,‘e,sc, ,* Form 1690-21 (April 19751 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (.\lf’f’J 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
&COMMENDATIO~J-ANALYSIS- 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Nate: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

s/t:- :r,ti’:lr*,l2 I,?, rcI.er.~l*t Form :600-21 {April 1975‘. 



UNITED STATES I Name I.YI:P) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

-‘MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

.Wildlife WL-5.3 
Overlay Reference 

Step I Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allocate forage to moose at the 
prior stable demand level as shown 
by allotment in Appendix 2. Where 
sufficient forage is not available, 

Prior stable population levels repre- 
sent a stable population level. Written 
input from the UDWR requested prior 
stable numbers be used for allocation 

allocate to prior stable demand 
as increases in forage become 
available either through vegeta- 
tive manipulation and/or grazing 
management. 

at the allotment level. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

No Impact 
------------------------------f------------------------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No impacts are identified with other resources. It appears that forage could be 
allocated to prior stable population levels with no impact to other forage users. 
This is primarily due to the low prior stable population numbers and limited habi- 
tat found on public land. 
monitoring studies would 

Due to low population levels, it is doubtful that . 
be useful. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION .: 

Accept the recommendation. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

le. .:*,,,‘:,l,,:C I>!.- IC’,‘C,C,‘, Fcr~. 1090-21 ;.4pril 1975’ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name IMFP) 

,Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

MitiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 &Wildlife 
Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES WI-6 

Objective: 

Manage Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep habitat in the Green River habitat area to meet 
habitat requirements for prior stable herd size. 

Rationale: 

The Green River habitat area presently supports a small number of bighorn sheep. 
These sheep originated from two reintroductions made on the Uintah and Ouray Indian 
Reservation adjacent to the Range Creek Planning Unit. 

. 

Sk- 

(Instructiof~s on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April lOT?:b 

, 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Ssme (.tlFI’) 

ea 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allocate forage to Rocky Mountain Prior stable population levels repre- 
bighorn sheep at the prior stable sent a stable population level. Writte: 
demand level as shown by allotment input from the UDWR requested prior 
in Appendix 2. Where sufficient stable numbers be used for allocation 
forage is not available, allocate at the allotment level. 
to prior stable demand as increases 
in forage become available either 
through vegetative manipulation 
and/or grazing management. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Recreation (R-4.1) - Providing forage for prior stable population levels will 
provide for increases in bighorn populations and enhance sightseeing values along 
the Green River. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No negative impacts are identified with other resources. It appears that forage 
could be allocated to prior stable population levels with n.o impact to other forage 
users. This is at least partially due to the fact that there is only limited 
grazing in most of the rugged topography that is preferred by bighorn sheep. Due 
to low population levels, it is doubtful that monitoring studies would be useful. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

! Date 
May 13, 1983 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘/I....“,,. ;:o,: ‘>?I rclTr.cri ’ For: 1600221 (April 197” 
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UNITED STATES Name (MFP) 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR .Price River Planning Area 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MitiACEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-7 

Objective; 

Manage sage grouse habitat to meet habitat requirements of an optimum size and 
stable population. 

Rationale: 

Sage grouse generate a significant amount of economic and recreational interest 
within the resource area. Management, in terms of habitat protection, maintenance 
and/or improvement, is necessary to provide for a stable population. 

Z.-Y 

(lnstructiorrs on reverse) 
Form 1600-20 (April 19Y.2; 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-‘MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation Rationale 

Protect critical nesting and strut- 
ting habitat for sage grouse. In- 
clude the following stipulations 
to activities occurring in these 
areas. 

1. In order to protect nesting 
sage grouse, surface disturbing 
activities will be prohibited from 
March 15 to July 31. Exceptions 
may be allowed by the Authorized 
Officer based on on-site conditions. 

2. Allow no surface occupancy on 
sage grouse strutting grounds. 

The strutting/nesting areas are the most 
critical aspect of sage grouse habitat, 
and extreme care should be exercised to 
protect their integrity. The only way of 
preventing abandonment or reduced use of 
strutting grounds is through prohibiting 
surface disturbances. Sage grouse are more 
tolerant of surface disturbances to nesting 
habitat. Restricting surface disturbances 
to periods other than the nesting period 
will prevent nesting failure. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (L-2.4) - This recommendation could cause additional expenses and delay of 
work for the affected companies. 

Minerals (M-1.5) - Protection of critical sagegrouse habitat would not allow 
maximum development of the tar sands resource within the critical habitat areas. 

Positive 

Recreation (General) - Protection of critical sagegrouse habitat would maintain 
existing population levels and therefore allow for future hunting opportunities. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 2.1, 2.4) - Implementation of WL-7.1 will protect watershed 
values in affected areas resulting in improved soil retention and reduced erosion 
and sedimentation. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Most of these areas are relatively small, particularly strutting grounds. The 
recommendation would not prohibit development with the possible exception of the 
surface mining of tar sands in some locations. If strutting grounds are lost they 
are usually hot reestablished and the population dependent on the effected strutting 

Note: A:tach additional sheets, if needed 

I I,: . : ‘,,.‘,“‘,,,C r,,, ,,-I’cr.c,‘, .’ Form 1600-21 (April ICY?‘) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR a 

. . . BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

(WL-7.1 Continued) 

ground c&n also be lost. During recent years, sage 
too low to allow hunting. Seasonal restrictions to 
habitat are accepted Bureau stipulations. 

grouse populations have been 
protect wildlife and their 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

DECISION 

Note: Attach addition81 sheets, if needed 

‘lr:..:r.,a’:,,r,:\ r,,t r<‘I.cr’r) ’ Fo;z 1600-11 (April 10-51 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

a 

ANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Nore. A:tach additional sheets, if needed 

/,,\:?!,i;,t,,:< <,)I r(‘,‘Prs,‘r For- IfNO-21 (Apr:! I??.; 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name IMFP) 

,Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-8 

Manage wildlife habitat within the resource area to improve and preserve the 
diversity and relative density of raptor species occurring within the resource 
area. 

Rationale: 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act provides protection for all raptor species occurring 
within the resource area. Under this legislation, raptors are protected from 
impacting activities which may cause nest abandonment or loss of productivity.. 

-i - 
ilnstructions on reverse) 

Form 1600--20 (April l?YS’, 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT ". 

-.MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (.\I/:/‘) 

Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

. . lft? WLr&l 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Protect all known raptor nest sites 
from management actions which would 
significantly affect continued use 
or otherwise affect the productiv- 
ity of the nest site. Specific 
guidelines, although not all inclu- 
sive, are presented below. 

1. Prohibit permanent surface 
disturbance and occupancy within 
.5 miles of raptor nests which 
have been documented as occupied 
within a 3-year period. Site 
specific evaluations in coordina- 
tion with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife . 
Service may allow for modifications 
of this requirement. 

Section 103(c) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 requires balanced 
resource management efforts to insure 
wildlife considerations in commodity orienter 
programs. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act provides 
protection for all raptor species. The 
UDWR supports and has very similar stipula- 
tions for mitigating impacts to nesting 
raptors. 

2. Prohibit temporary surface 
disturbance and occupancy (i.e., 
seismic lines, oil and gas explor- 
ation, road construction) within 
buffer zones, identified for each 
nesting species within the resource 
area during the critical nesting 
period, see Table 3. 

. . 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (L-2.4) - This recommendation could cause additional expenses and delay of 
work for the affected companies. 

Minerals (M-1.3) - Implementation of this recommendation may not allow maximum oil 
and gas development in Known Geologic Structures. 

(M-1.5) - Protection of raptor nests could impede full development of the tar sands 
resource. 

Logical road access for mineral development sites, i.e., coal mines, if typically 
limited by terrain and, in cases, the recommendation could prevent development. 

Nore. Attach additional sheets, if needed 

/a-.:, *, .?l,,,P +,*: ,“I’CTSC, Form 1600--21 (April 1075. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDYANAGEMENT 

- ‘MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (Jll:P) 
,Price River Plannins Area 

Activity 
. . 

Overlay Reference 
Page 7 

(WL-8.1 Continued) 

Delay of mineral activities could cause increased costs to the mineral developers. 

Positive 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4, 3.2, 3.3) - Protecting small habitat areas from 
surface disturbance such as buffer zones for raptors will protect watershed values. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

All of the raptors listed are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act while some 
are also protected by the Bald Eagle Act and the Endangered Species Act. Impacts 
to lands and minerals activities will usually not be significant. Site specific 
evaluations made in consultation with the U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service as provided 
for in Point 1 of the recommendation may provide more flexibility. The USF&WS will 
be requested to provide input when permanent facilities are required closer to 
nests than the recommendation allows. Restrictions to protect wildlife and their 
habitat are accepted Bureau stipulations. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

DECISION 

Nore: Attach a’ditional sheets. if needed - 
f/L. ‘> .~‘,*,~*,;\‘ r>t: 7“: tr,c,-’ .’ Fom IWO-21 (Aprl! IPT“, 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name f,\lF/‘I 

a 

(WL-8.1 Continued) 

TABLE 3 

Critical Nesting Period and Tentative Buffer Zones 
for Raptor Species Nestinq in the Resource Area 

Raptor Species Critical Nesting Period 

Golden Eagle' 
Goshawk 
Cooper's Hawk' 
Sharp Shinned Hawk 
Marsh Hawk 
Ferruginous Hawk' 
Red-tailed Hawk 
Swainson's Haw 
Prairie Falcon !f 

Peregrine Falcon' 
Merlin 
American Kestrel 
Barn Owl 
Great horned Owl 
Screech Owl 
Spotted Owl' 
Pygmy 0~1 
Burrowing Owl' 
Long-eared Owl 
Saw Whet Owl 
Short-eared Owl 
Flammulated Owl' 
Other Owls 

2-l /6-15 
4-1517-15 
4-15/7-15 
5-15/8-15 
4-l 47-1 
3-1516-15 
2-1516-15 
4-1517-15 
3-1516-15 
3-l /7-l 
5-l /8-l 
4-1517-15 
4-20/7-20 
1-15/5-l 
3-1516-15 
3-1517-l 
5-15/8-l 
4-1517-15 
3-15,'6-15 
3-1517-l 
4-1016015 
4-15/8-l 
3-1547-1 

Tentative Buffer Zones (Miles' 

:5 5 

:5 5 

3 

:. 5 5 
:5 5 

:5 5 

:5 5 
. 

: :Z 

:: 

:5 

:: 
. 5 

' Migratory birds of High Federal interest 

Note. Attach additional sheets. if needed -- 
/I .:“,c-::ts,:c <),I r(‘, rrCCl 

-----.. 
Form 1690-21 (April ICY.;‘. 



’ 1 Name f.\lIrPI UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

. . . 
rice River Plmina Area 

Activity 

-‘MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . Ife WI-8.7 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Nofe: A!tach additional sheets, if needed 

Il~.~*.c:,.:~-v. <,,I rClrrP,‘, ’ For- 1690-21 (April 1975‘, 
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UNITED STATES IName (MFP) 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR -. BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

MiiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-9 

Manage wildlife habitats within the resource area to improve and/or preserve the 
diversity and relative density of nongame wildlife species. 

Rationale: 

The BLM Wildlife Program Activity Policy Statement emphasizes management of wild- 
life habitats on an ecosystem basis. This approach demands managing habitats for a 
diversity of wildlife species. 

w_. 

(Instructioas on reverse) 
Form 1600-20 (April 10-I‘ 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (.Vt:l’I 

Price River Planning Area 
Activxty 
Wildlife WL-9.1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Manage riparian and aspen habitat Vegetative species diversity and structural 
areas to improve and preserve diversity have been identified as signifi- 
native vegetative species diversity cant factors contributing to improved 
and structural diversity (also see nongame bird species diversity and density. 
WL-11.1). 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (General) - Same as minerals. 

Minerals (General)'- Riparian areas often provide the only logical location for 
roads and facilities. 

Positive 

Range (RM-3.1, 3.2) - Protection and enhancement of riparian and mountain browse 
vegetative types. Similar Recommendations. 

Recreation (General) - Protection and enhancement of riparian zones along streams 
will preserve fisheries habitat and maintain or improve fishing opportunities.' 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.5, 3.2, 3.3) - Accepting this.'recommendation will 
enhance watershed values by protecting riparian areas. This will result in less 
flooding and related damage, improve water quality through the filtering effect of 
these areas and reduce erosion and sedimentation through increased vegetative 
cover. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Riparian habitat is protected under Executive Order 11990. Aspen habitats are not 
protected by law but provide similarly valuable habitat for nongame species, 
particularly birds. Their value to wildlife habitat, range, recreation and water- 
shed is much greater than their size would indicate. Construction or disposal of 
these sites results in a long term or permanent loss of these values. In contrast, 
these sites are often critical to energy development in terms of travel routes and 
surface facilities. These competing values must carefully be considered on indi- 
vidual project proposals. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘/,:...‘r:,. :,.>,:c 0,: TC,‘C,CC, . For- 1600-11 (April 10751 



UNITED STATES Name 1.\l/7/'1 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ) Price River Planning Area 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-.MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 
. . lldllfe Paae 7 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-9.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but expand it by adding the following statement: 

Where critical areas must be disturbed, stipulations should minimize 
and require post disturbance reclamation. Reclamation should require 
native species. Reclamation should be closely monitored and not cons 
complete until the desired vegetation is established. 

impacts 
use of 

idered 

DECISION 

Nofe: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I, .:r.,. I. ,.,I< l>N ,tt rrcc, 1’ Form 1600-21 (Apr11 15-5, 
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UNITED STATES Name (MFP) 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR Pri'ce River Planning Area 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MdiAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-10 

Objective: 

Provide special land management consideration to Federally listed endangered (E), 
threatened (T), or sensitive (S) (under consideration for listing as threatened or 
endangered) species to maintain viable population levels, prevent further decline 
and increase the population such that they are no longer so classified. Species 
specific to the Price River Resource Area are as follows: 

Endangered Threatened Sensitive 

Bald Eagle 
Peregrine Falcon 
Blackfooted ferret 
Colorado squawfish 
Humpback chub 
Bonytail chub 

Razorback sucker 
Colorado cutthroat trout 
White-faced ibis 
Swainsons hawk 
Ferruginous hawk 
Western snowy plover 
Mountain plover 
Long billed curlew 
Spotted bat 

Rationale: 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, requires BLM to take action to 
insure that management programs do not jeopardize the continued existence of an 
endangered or threatened species or cause modification or destruction of their 
critical habitats. 

--- m- 

(Insfruclions on reverse! Form 16CKL-20 jApri1 19-5: 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
R-iiCOMMENDATlON-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (.\l/:P) 
Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

. . lldllfe WI-10.1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish, as a special management 
area, the proposed critical pere- 
grine falcon nesting habitat and 
essential habitat in the Summer- 
ville Planning Unit (legal descrip- 
tion below). Complete and imple- 
ment a management plan designed to 
restore and preserve habitat char- 
acteristics essential for peregrine 
falcon nesting by FY 1985. 

Critical Habitat 

A study conducted by the Utah -Division of 
Wildlife Resources, under contract for the 
BLM, recommended a proposed critical habi- 
tat area, and an additional essential 
habitat area managed for peregrine falcon 
nesting. The proposed critical habitat was 
recommended by the Rocky Mountain Southwest 
Peregrine Falcon Recovery Team. The study 
identified recreational use, mainly off- 
road vehicle use, as an impacting activity 
making the area unsuitable for peregrine 
nesting. 

T. 19 S., R. 11 E 

Sections 33-36 

T. 20 S., R. 12 E. 

Sections 16-21, 28, 29-32, 33 - 

T. 20 S., R. 11 E. 

Sections 1, 2, 3-10, 11, 12, 13-36 

T. 20 S., R. 10 E. 

Sections 1, 8-36 

Essential Habitat 

T. 19 S., R. 12 E. 

Sections 30-31 

T. 20 S., R. 12 E. 

Sections 14, 15, 22, 23, 26, 27, 
34, 35 

NOTE: Underlined legal descrip- 
tions are in the Price River 
Resource Area 
--------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- 

Nate: A:rach additronal sheets. if needed 
e 
a/c.. ‘,.,I ‘:‘,,:.- ,I): ,CI’C,C,~, Fox IfSO-?I (Ap:11 1;:‘: 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

a 

(WL-10.1 Continued) 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Positive 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4, 3.2, 3.3) - Protection of small habitat areas from 
surface disturbance such as buffer zones for raptors will protect watershed values. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The recommendation could provide protection for potential nesting habitat with 
little impact to other resources. This would greatly enhance the possible reoccupa- 
tion of the nesting area by peregrines. Both Federal and State policies urge 
protection and enhancement of habitat for this species. DWR strongly supports this 
recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

DECISION 

Nore Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 

Is. \:‘.,I’::“,,c 5,): rcr’errr, For- 16Q@-11 (Apr:! l’?-: 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

M%NAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name IMF PI 

Price River Planning Are? 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-11 

Manage all riparian areas to improve, preserve and protect unique and high value 
habitat characteristics. 
composition, plant species 

These characteristics include diversified plant species 
structural diversity, modified microclimate (humidity, 

shade, temperature) and adequate native vegetative cover and density for stream 
bank stabilization. A list of the major riparian areas in the resource area is 
provided below. Riparian areas not included in the list will also be managed 
according to the objective. 

Green River' 
Jack Creek 
Flat Canyon' 

Bishop Creek' 
Summerhoyse CanyonI 

Rock Creek 
Left Fork1 

Twin Sprjngs Draw' 
Right Fork 

Buckskin CayyonI 
Bear Caryon 

Snap Canyon 
Three Canyon 
Trail Canyon 
Big Canyon 
Range Creek' 

Mitches Canyon1 
Turtle CanyonI 

Nine Mile Cree 
Argyle Creek !f 

Minnie Maud Creek' 
Cow Canyon 
Sheep Canypn 
Dry Canyon 
Stone Cabin 

Price River' , 
Kyune Creek' I 

Ford Crfek 
Willow Creek 
Beaver CreekI 

Jump Creek' 
, 

Johnson CieekI 
Clear Creek 

Woods Canyon' 
Winter Quarters' 

Miller Canyon 
Garley freek 

Gordon Creek 
North ForkI 
South Fork 

Miller Crefk 
Coal Creek 
Deadman Creek 
Soldier Creek 

Fish Creek 
Grassy Trail CreekI 

Dugout Creek 
Icelander Creek 
Desert Seep 

San Rafael Rive? 
Tidwell Draw 

1 Perennial Flow or contains known Perennial Reaches 

Rationale: 

The Bureau of Land Management is mandated by Executive Orders 11990 and 11988 to 
restore, protect and preserve riparian habitat and the beneficial values served by 
floodplains and wetlands. Bureau policy (Manual Section 6740) outlines procedures 
to identify, protect, maintain , manage and enhance wetland and riparian areas. 

-- _--- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (4p-11 10-S; . . 3 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name 1,111: P) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Wildlife WL-Il.1 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Establish all riparian habitats assoc- The Wildlife Policy Statement identifies 
iated with perennial and inter- designation of Special Management Areas as 
mittent streams within the resource a primary means, along with HMP's, to 
area as Special Management Areas. establish needed management on riparian 
The following considerations should areas. The use of Special Management Areas 
be addressed for each stream. and development of specific management 

plans for each stream section will improve 
1. Livestock management practices and protect riparian areas. Excluding 
necessary for improving and protecting livestock from representative reaches of 
riparian areas. streams will establish. the natural condi- 

tion. 
2. Placement of study exclosures 
for monitoring of grazing impacts. 
(If grazing systems cannot restore 
the riparian areas to conditions 
similar to that found inside the 
exclosures, fencing or removal of 
livestock grazing should be evaluated.) 

3. Rehabilitating abandoned mine 
roads and tailings. 

4. Work to reduce surface disturbance 
and placement of erodible material 
near major drainages. 

Riparian areas associated with peren- 
nial flows should be considered as the 
highest priority. 

In addition to and partial fulfillment 
of these recommendations, carry for- 
ward the habitat management plan for 
Rock Creek and continue to implement 
proposed management action. 
_------------------------ ---------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (L-2.4, 3.1) - Disposal of tracts under Asset Management could be impaired as 
would issuance of some rights-of-way. 

No?e. A:tach additional sheets, if needed -- 
I,. . . ..,,‘,‘?~L,:\ o,,, JC’!~CI~PJ 

- 
: Form 16FIO-21 [April lG75) 



UNITED STATES Name I.Ul:Pi 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Price River Planninq Area 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
REiOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 

Wildlife Paqe 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-11.1 Continued) 

Minerals (M-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5) - Special management of riparian areas may hinder 
coal, oil and gas and tar sands development. 

Positive 

Ranqe (RM-3.1) - Identical recommendation. 

Recreation (General) - Protection of riparian areas will preserve fisheries habitat 
and maintain or improve fishing opportunities. 

(R-4.1, 4.3) - Implementation of WL-11.1 would protect water flows and riparian 
zones in the Green and Price Rivers. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4, 2.5, 3.2) - Implementation of WL-11.1 will ,protect 
riparian areas, thereby reducing channel and bank erosion and hence reduce sedimen- 
tation, flooding and flood damage. Since riparian areas also'act as a sort of 
filter, water quality should increase to some small degree. 
---------------------------------- ----------_-------------------------------------- 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Same as RM-3.1 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION . . 

Same as RM-3.1 

&2c E+w!aL May 13, 1983 
Area Manager,'Pri,&fRiver Date 

------------- --_-__-___-_-_-__--_-----------~~------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Note: At:ach additional sheets. if needed 
Fern: 16‘30-‘1 c.-lp:~! lG-“j 



UNITEDSTATES Name (.tII:P) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Price River Planninq Area 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Ac:ivity 
Wild1 jfe WI -11.3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

No?e: Attach additional sheers. if nerded 

It:. ‘r:,i-:r,>,?c C,,! ICI crcc) . For: IWO-21 (April 107.;) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (.llFP) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activitv 
Wildlife WL-11.3 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Maintain Federal ownership of all 
streams and riparian areas presently 
managed by BLM in the planning area. 
Obtain ownership of streams and 
riparian areas that would "block up" 
Federal ownership of streams or that 
contain threatened, endangered or 
sensitive species. 

The activities that occur in and next to 
streams can affect water quality and 
aquatic habitat downstream. Maintaining 
streams in Federal ownership and acquiring 
ownership of other stream reaches will 
insure consideration is given to water 
quality and riparian and aquatic habitat. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Lands (L-3.1) - This recommendation could prohibit disposal of certain tracts of 
public land that otherwise would have been suitable for disposal. 

Positive 

/ 
Range (RM-3.1, 3.2) - Similar recommendation. 

Recreation (General) - Maintaining Federal ownership of all streams will insure 
their availability to the public for recreational activities including fishing: 

(R-1.1, 1.2) - Protection of floodplain areas and associated stream and riparian 
values will help protect visual resources, particularly in Class I and II areas. 

(R-4.1, 4.3) - Federal ownership of streams insures public availability for recre- 
ation and supports recreation related wildlife. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 2.2, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4) - Implementation of WL- 
11.3 will maintain Federal water rights, allow for more practical project planning 
and protect watershed and riparian values. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Executive Order 11990 places a high priority on management of riparian habitats. 
These areas are extremely valuable to a number of resources including wildlife. 
Although riparian areas are important, some of these areas on public lands have no 
physical or legal access and are not now receiving any special management. All 
lands that cannot be managed should be considered for disposal through exchange, 
sale, etc. 

No*e: Attach addItiona sheets. if needed 

.I) .:,.,i‘:,‘I,.< .rr: ,‘(‘iCIC(~, . Form 1 rjrlOL21 tApr:l lo:5 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

_ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Xame f,\li-‘P) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Wildlife Pase 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-11.3 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation, but modify it by adding the following sentence: 

Isolated tracts that cannot be managed should be considered suitable 
for disposal through exchange, sale, etc., if no special problem exists 
such as T & E sensitive species. 

kc! d5, p&km.L4 May 13, 1983 
Area Manager, Pride/River Date 

DECISION 

Nore: Attach additional sheets. if needed - 
18. .:,:,i’:rs,,.z I),, rc1’crcl-I 

-- 
Fox 16’10-21 (Apri! lOTI 



/ 
UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MkdAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

kildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-12 

Objective: 

Manage off-road vehicle use in the resource area to minimize impacts to critical 
wildlife habitats. 

Rationale: 

Off-road vehicle use including 4x4 vehicles,Imotorcycles and snowmobiles can cause 
significant impacts to wildlife, particularly in areas containing critical wildlife 
values. Notable examples of impacts are intentional and unintentional harassment 
to mule deer on the Gordon Creek critical winter range from snowmobile activity and 
unintentional disturbance to nesting raptors resulting in nest abandonment. 

-:- -- 
(instructions on reverse) Form 1600-22 (.-\pril 1971: 



UNITED-STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

I!zfKver Planning Area 

_ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Wildlife WL-12.1 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

a 

Officially close the Gordon Creek The Gordon Creek mule deer critical winter 
winter and critical winter range to and winter range is largely accessible and 
recreational snowmobiling activity. suitable to snowmobile travel during the 

winter months. During this same period 
mule deer, and to a lesser degree elk, are 
highly concentrated and subjected to high 
physiological stress due to harsh weather, 
difficult mobility due to deep snow and in 
some cases, poor forage conditions. 
Wallmo (1981) in his text "Mule and Black- 
tailed Deer of North America" discusses the 
impacts of snowmobiles on wintering mule 
deer. 

1 
The thrust of Walmo's discussion is 

hat in severe winters mule deer suffer a 
pronounced energy deficit and can tolerate 
little additional energy cost such as 
generated from harassment from snowmobiles. 

This view considers primarily unintentional 
disturbance which is associated with all. 
snowmobile activity. Intentional harass- 
ment of mule deer by snowmobilers on the 
Gordon Creek critical winter range has-been 
observed and represents a substantial 
impact. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Recreation (R-7.4) - Implementation of WL-12.1 would close a significant size area, 
Gordon Creek, to snowmobiling. This activity presently occurs in this area. 

Positive 

Closing the Gordon Creek area to snowmobiling would improve winter survival for 
mule deer and help maintain productivity of the herd and maintain present hunting 
opportunity. 
----------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------ 

Nore: Attach additional sheets. if needed --- 
I, .~t:,i’:,‘,,:C I,?, ,Cl.ZI.\,‘~ . Forz ItNO-- (Apri! l?‘:?‘b 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

1 [i{iriver Planning Area 

--MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . WI -4-f; 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation 

Cancel grazing privileges on Elliot 
Mountain and Price River South Allot- 
ment within the desert bighorn sheep 
habitat area. Manage the area for 
establishment of a viable stable 
desert bighorn sheep population. 

Support Needs 

Rationale 

Desert bighorn sheep presently occupy 
the Elliot Mountain habitat area, 
although numbers are low. Livestock 
has been shown to be in strong conflict 
with desert bighorn sheep. Disease 
transmission and displacement from 
suitable habitats are the major prob- 
lems. 

Range Resource Coordination. Elliot Mountain Allotment has been in 
nonuse for at least the past 5 years. 
This in itself indicates the area is 
not highly suitable for livestock . 

However, in light of criteria 
tL"r'iFi;ing unsuitability, both water 
and especially slope, it is clear the 
area is not suited for any class of 
livestock grazing, see SVIM slope 
Unsuitability Overlays. 

Section 4120.3 of the BLM Grazing 
Administration and Trespass Regula- 
tions authorizes closure of areas to 
livestock use when required for the 
protection of wildlife habitat. 
Section 4112.1A4C of the BLM Range 
Management Manual Section supports the 
removal of domestic livestock from 
range for the purpose of resolving 
livestock/wildlife conflicts. 

Supplemental agreements and local 
agreements have been signed at State 
and District levels by the BLM and 
UDWR for a supplemental release of 
bighorn sheep in the Elliot Mountain 
habitat area. Tentative plans to 
release sheep in the Elliot Mountain 
habitat area in the 1982-83 release 
have been made by the UDWR (Bates, 
personal communication). 

The UDWR showed tremendous support for 
this recommendation during planning 
scoping meetings. 

_____-__-_--_---------------------- _I__________________---------------------------- 

Nofe: Attach addittonal sheets, if needed 

‘/+ .I,:‘<~.‘:,,,:< tr,i li’, CT.<,-, . Forz IGoo-11 1.4~r:l 19-5, 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERlOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-.MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

(WL-4.6 Continued) 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative 

Name f.Vf‘P) 

Price River Plannins Area 
Activity 

. . 
1fP 

Overlay Reference 
Pagp7 

Step I Step 3 

Range (RM-1.1) - Implementation of WL-4.6 will result in under-utilization of 
forage and destabalize livestock operations on Elliot Mountain Allotment. 

Positive 

Recreation (General) - Cancelling grazing privileges on Elliot Mountain Allotment 
would create optimum management conditions for the reintroduction of desert bighorn 
sheep proposed by UDWR. If successful, hunting could be established in the long 
term. 

(R-4.1) - Implementing WL-4.6 would enhance wildlife sightseeing values by improv- 
ing suitability of habitat for bighorn sheep reintroduction. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 

Include Elliot Mountain Allotment for consideration with other allotments under 
Recommendation WL-4.1. Include Price River South Allotment,for consideration with 
other allotments under Recommendation WL-4.3. 

Impact Identification - See discussion of impacts WL-4.1 and WL-4.3. 
~~~~~~~--~~~-~~~-~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The Elliot Mountain area has, for several years, been identified as a desert 
bighorn release site. The area will not be suitable for such a release, however, 
as long as domestic sheep are licensed in the area. The cancellation of grazing 
privileges would have definite negative economic impact on the livestock operators. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Reject the recommendation. 

‘I,:. :r,,i‘:llJt:s ~02 WW-rrci For- 16’30-21 ;Apri! 1PY:1 



I Name I.Vl:P) 

Price River Plannins Area 
Activity 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

-.MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . 
Paae 3 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-4.6 Continued) 

REASON 

The cancellation of grazing privileges cannot be justified merely for a proposed 
bighorn sheep transplant, particularly since there are other viable transplant 
locations with fewer conflicts. 

/+Uezr/, May 13, 1983 
Area Manager,'Prict! qiver Date 

DECISION 

Ncce: Attach additlonal sheets, if needed 

t/,:.1r:,.‘:1~,,:c I,)! ,“I P,.C,‘i ’ Form 1600-21 (April 1575; 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

ge 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allocate forage to desert bighorn sheep Prior stable population levels repre- 
at the prior stable demand level as sent a stable population level. 
shown by allotment in Appendix 2. Written input from the UDWR requested 
Where sufficient forage is not available, prior stable numbers be used for 
allocate to prior stable demand as in- allocation at the allotment level. 
creases in forage become available 
either through vegetative manipulation 
and/or grazing management. 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATIONS 

Positive 

Recreation (General), - Preserving forage for prior stable populations levels will 
increase chances of successful reintroductions of bighorn leading huntable popula- 
tions. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The recommendation will provide forage to prior stable levels of 
without negative imoact to any other resource. This is at least 
the fact that 
raphy that is 
doubtful that 

there'is only limited livestock grazing in most of 
preferred by bighorn sheep. Due to low population 
monitoring studies would be useful. 

Accept the recommendation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Area Manager, Prip'e/River 

bighorn sheep. 
partially due to 
the rugged topog- 
levels, it is 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

DECISION 

Note: Atrach additional sheets. if needed 

, Is . .~~l,.~.~~~~p~‘i I,e, TC,‘C~.T~- i Fo--I 16QO--11 (April lOTSi . . . 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

*Price River Planninq Area 
Activity 

MiNAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-5 

Objective: 

Manage moose habitat within the resource area to provide habitat requirements for 
prior stable herd sizes, listed by allotment in Appendix 2. 

Rationale: 
7 

Moose were introduced into the Upper Fish Creek area in the extreme northwestern 
portion of the resource area in 1972 and 1973. The population has grown and ' 
distributions have expanded with sightings occuring as far east as Stone Cabin Draw 
and Bruin Point. 

Moose, although not presently hunted, are considered a high interest big game 
species based on recreational and potential economic values. Proper management is 
necessary for insuring continued population growth. 

s-- 

(Inslruclio7~s on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1075\ 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDlvlANAGEMENT 

--MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (.V/-'P) 
Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

. . 
ife WL-5.1 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Prohibit major construction activi- Moose distributions are restricted 
ties (i.e., energy exploration, 
powerline construction, coal mine 

during the winter period to riparian 

development) when moose are on 
bottoms and adjacent aspen-fir commun- 

their winter range (generally 
ities (critical yearlong range). 
Movements are limited due to excessive 

November 1 to May 15), thereby snow depths. Activities within these 
reducing major impacts to moose in 
the most critical season. Prohibit 

areas during the winter period would 
severely impact wintering moose. This 

activity which would result in loss 
of critical yearlong range. Where 

is especially critical considering 

these activities cannot be prohib- 
existing conflicts of illegal huntings 

ited, and disturbance exceeds 10 
which is presently holding the popula- 
tion at present levels. 

acres in size on critical winter 
range, require upgrading of an 
equivalent acreage of adjacent 
habitat to accommodate increased 
use. The upgrading is to be com- 
pleted commensurate to any activity 
on critical moose range. 
_________-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 

Negative . 

Minerals (General) - Same as WL-1.2 except for moose. 

Positive 

Range (RM-3.1, 3.2) - Similar recommendations. Protection of riparian and browse 
habitats. 

Watershed (W-1.1, 1.4, 2.1, 2.4) - Implementation of these recommendations will 
improve watershed values by reducing erosion and sedimentation resulting from ORV 
use, oil and gas activity and other surface disturbing activities. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

Major construction activities which would be subject to seasonal restriction on 
winter ranges would include relatively large operations or involve extended periods 
of impact. Examples of such operations would include activities such as road 
construction, powerline construction, seismic exploration, oil and gas exploration 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

‘II /... ‘,.,l :I,,,)’ 1>11 ,Cl’rfSC, Forx 1600-21 (April lG75, 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

I~~~~~ver Planning Area 

_ MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

P 7 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-5.1 Continued) 

or other activities involving large crews, heavy equipment or low level aircraft 
operation. The recommendation is consistent with current stipulations/recommenda- 
tions for soil and watershed protection as well as wildlife. 

Surface disturbing activities resulting in a loss of moose critical winter range 
would be subject to off-site mitigation if total displacement area (area moose were 
displaced from) exceeded 10 acres. Mitigation would be scaled to the size of 
operation and the degree of impact. Actual mitigation could range from equal 
acreage enhancement to small habitat improvement projects such as construction of a 
wildlife guzzler. Lands and mineral activities could be negatively impacted;. 
however, the recommendation is multiple use oriented and is strongly supported by 
range, watershed and recreation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

AL t.Q & qr7&TL 
Area Manager, Prike'River 

May 13, 1983 
Date 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I*:..~ ,,‘,‘,,~,l*’ ,,,? rr,‘Pr.vcI ’ Form 16’10-21 (Apri! :C-3’ 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

ea 

-. MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

This recommendation has been moved to the oil and gas category section. 

Note. Attach additlonal sheets, if needed 

‘/f,.:‘.,,‘:,~#,,c 0,1 ,,‘,‘f,VCl . Fcrz 1690-21 (April IG-51 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-. MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Xame f.\II:i’) 

Price River Planning Area 
Activity 

Wildlife Page 2 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

(WL-12.1 Continued) 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

The problems of both intentional and unintentional harrassment of big game has been 
observed in the area, enforcement is a key problem to the recommendation; however, 
enforcement could be obtained by working closely with DWR and State Parks and 
Recreation. 

MULTIPLE USE RECOMMENDATION 

Accept the recommendation. 

DECISION . 

Note: Ar:ach additional sheets. if needed 
-- 
‘I! ..“.,i.::.r,,\’ I,,, Vi’! rrc<a, ‘- Fez. 16X1-21 :.4pr1! IQ;.. 
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